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INTRODUCTION 
What is it that makes some people work whenever they have the 
opportunity, that makes an individual labor above and beyond a satis­
factory level of performance with or without the promise of a reward? 
What separates this individual from one who avoids work and seeks em­
ployment only out of necessity, and for whom work is merely instru­
mental for meeting physical needs and for providing a means to enjoy 
leisure time? The purpose of this dissertation is to define a con­
struct which places these two individuals on opposite ends of a con­
tinuum and is labelled work conscientiousness. Work conscientious­
ness is hypothesized to be a work related value evident in people who 
love to work, and is not necessarily exhibited by those who slave for 
money, promotions, power, job security or to escape from problems. 
Those who work diligently purely for the pleasure they receive in per­
forming a task well or in acquiring new information would rate high on 
this psychological construct. It is hypothesized that dyed-in-the-
wool type workaholics (Oates, 1971) are an excellent example of indi­
viduals at the extremely high end of a work conscientiousness dimension. 
Work conscientiousness may be related to several other constructs 
that have been proposed. It is conceptually similar to Protestant 
ethic endorsement in that it espouses the "Work is good" attitude but 
work conscientious people are not driven by the promise of salvation 
or the fear of a punishing god. Work conscientious people share 
characteristics with the job involved, but job involvement, as it is 
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defined in the literature, is influenced by situational cues, i.e., 
the job itself. Work conscientiousness is trans-situational anH 
transcends the particular job to which the person is committed. Work 
conscientiousness is strictly a characteristic of the individual. 
Work conscientiousness is undoubtedly a motivational construct 
although different from achievement motivation because of the emphasis 
on upward mobility and extrinsic rewards that are inherent in the 
definition of achievement motivation. Intrinsic motivation is really 
what inspires the work conscientious person. The construct proposed 
is more specific than intrinsic motivation in that it is applicable 
only to a person's work. This dissertation will theoretically and 
operationally define and validate this construct. 
A practical application fer this construct is in personnel selec­
tion. If a test can be devised to measure conscientiousness in 
workers, then perhaps a better match could be made between an indi­
vidual and a job during the selection process. Different types of 
jobs demand different levels of conscientiousness from employees. 
For example, the field of medical research requires a great deal of 
conscientiousness from its workers because the work calls for a high 
level of cognitive processing and most likely offers less monetary 
compensation than an applied medical position. On the other hand, 
some jobs can be filled by those who are not as conscientious. For 
example, some positions such as "elevator operator" are not as de­
manding and do not delegate a great deal of responsibility to the em­
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ployee. Positions of this type can be adequately filled by individ­
uals who are not very work conscientious, provided they have the 
ability to perform the necessary tasks. 
Determining the amount of work conscientiousness that is needed 
to perform well in a specific job (given the necessary skills and 
abilities) would be the first step involved for incorporating the work 
conscientiousness construct into the selection process. The next step 
would involve identifying prospective employees at various levels of 
work conscientiousness to find an appropriate match. This procedure 
may prove fruitful as a supplementary selection device, to be used in 
coordination with an appropriate abilities measure. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Protestant ethic endorsement 
"He who will not work, neither shall he eat (Weber, 1958)" sum­
marizes the basic principle of the Protestant work ethic. Hard and 
steady work is revered and idleness is thought of as sinful. Along 
with industriousness, asceticism is also a key component of the 
Protestant ethic and therefore self-sacrificing behavior is highly 
valued. Endorsement of the Protestant work ethic should be a factor 
involved in defining work conscientiousness since a strong believer in 
the work ethic would derive personal worth from self-sacrificing work 
or occupational achievement. A strong believer in the Protestant work 
ethic would likely derive some satisfaction even in a demanding menial 
position (Blood, 1969). 
Mirels and Garrett (1971) explored the psychological meaning of 
the Protestant work ethic by measuring its relationship to other per­
sonality variables and occupational interests. Endorsement of the 
Protestant ethic was positively and significantly correlated with a 
sex guilt and a morality conscience guilt scale (Mosher, 1966). Occu­
pations with interest patterns positively related to endorsement of 
the Protestant ethic place a premium on conventional adherence to pre­
scribed role appropriate behavior and look down upon innovativeness 
or creativity. The occupations preferred by Protestant ethic en­
dorsers (e.g., policeman or math teacher) make few demands on emotional 
sensitivity or capacity for fantasy, those abilities necessary for 
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success in most of the occupations with interest patterns negatively 
correlated with Protestant ethic endorsement (e.g., psychologist or 
writer). 
Blood (1969) authored an eight item Protestant ethic scale which 
consisted of a pro-ethic factor and an anti-ethic factor. Comparing 
subjects' responses to the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; Smith, Kendall, 
& Hulin, 1969), his scale revealed a statistically significant posi­
tive correlation between job satisfaction and Protestant ethic en­
dorsement. Blood concluded that it is one's work values which influ­
ence job satisfaction as opposed to job satisfaction being significant 
in the development of work values. 
Merrens and Garrett (1975) investigated the work styles of high 
and low Protestant ethic individuals in an uninteresting, repetitive 
and unmotivating task. Individuals were labeled high or low Protestant 
ethic subjects on the basis of their responses to a 19 item Protestant 
ethic scale (Mirels & Garrett, 1971). The task was to draw an "X" in 
circles on a sheet with one's nonpreferred hand. The dependent vari­
ables were the amount of time spent in the room and the number of 
circles that were marked. The results showed that high Protestant 
ethic subjects spent more time on the task and yielded greater output 
than low Protestant ethic subjects. This finding implies that Prot­
estant ethic endorsement is a good predictor of task persistence de­
spite the unattractiveness of the undertaking. 
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MacDonald (1972) investigated the relationship between Protestant 
ethic endorsement and other values. Protestant ethic endorsement 
correlated positively with ambition, self-control, salvation and an 
internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966). Negative correlations were 
found between Protestant ethic endorsement and values for a comfort­
able life, equality, an exciting life and pleasure. No relationships 
were found between age or number of years of schooling, indicative of 
the stability of the Protestant ethic. 
Wollack, Goodale, Wijting and Smith (1971) developed the Survey 
of Work Values (SWV) which is a Protestant ethic scale measuring six 
dimensions that the authors believe comprise the Protestant ethic : 
pride in work; job involvement; activity preference; attitude toward 
earnings; upward striving, and responsibility to work. Items were 
written on the basis of a literature review and input from faculty 
and graduate students with industrial experience. Ninety-one state­
ments were reduced to 54 items through the utilization of the retrans­
lation method (Smith & Kendall, 1963). The first three subscales of 
the SWV represent dimensions of the Protestant ethic that include in­
trinsic aspects of work. The latter three subscales represent dimen­
sions of the Protestant ethic that reflect extrinsic aspects of work 
(Waters, Batlis, & Waters, 1975). 
Waters, et al., 1975 administered three Protestant ethic scales 
(Blood, 1969; Mirels & Garrett, 1971; Wollack et al., 1971) to college 
students to examine the relationships of each of the three measures 
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to personality, ability and academic performance measures. A princi­
pal component factor analysis yielded two factors consistent with the 
intrinsic/extrinsic dichotomy. 
Persons scoring high on the intrinsic dimensions of the Protes­
tant ethic scales were classified as having an internal locus of con­
trol (Rotter, 1966). None of the scales was significantly related to 
academic performance and only one dimension on the SWV (attitude to­
ward earnings) was significantly correlated (negatively) with Scho­
lastic Aptitude Test (SAT) total scores. 
Work conscientiousness is theoretically similar to the Protestant 
ethic in that they both concern themselves with the merits of hard 
work. High Protestant ethic scorers will persist at tasks for long 
periods of time, as would a high work conscientious person. They are 
both stable traits, with Protestant ethic endorsement not affected by 
age or years of education (MacDonald, 1972). A basic dissimilarity 
between the constructs is in the motivation triggering the indus­
trious work behavior. One who is Calvinistically orienced is pro­
voked by fear of penance. Most conventional individuals who score 
high on a Protestant ethic scale probably would not find Calvinistic 
doctrine to be a salient part of their thought processes, but never­
theless are still significantly motivated by extrinsic factors. The 
three Protestant ethic scales that were discussed were found to con­
tain an extrinsic motivation factor. Work conscientiousness differs 
from the Protestant work ethic in that it is not inspired by any ex­
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ternal rewards or fear of retribution. Work conscientiousness in­
volves working purely for the intrinsic satisfaction derived. 
Job involvement 
Over the years, several concepts describing involvements with 
one's work have been introduced. Allport (1947) described ego in­
volvement with work as the situation where the person is motivated to 
seek status to increase his self-esteem and gain admiration from 
others. Faunce (1959) wrote about occupational involvement where 
outcomes of job related roles affect one's self-image. Similarly, 
Vroom (1962) defined involvement as the degree to which a good per­
formance will enhance self-esteem and a bad performance will decrease 
self esteem. Other definitions of involvement that address themselves 
principally to the worker's self-esteem have been offered by French 
and Kahn (1962), Slegel (1969), Iverson and Reuder (1956) and Hackman 
(1968). 
Dubin (1956) defined job involvement as the degree to which one's 
job was a central life interest, i.e., the degree to which one is af­
fected by one's job situation (including, the job itself, coworkers, 
the company, etc.). Dubin devised a 40 item test to sample a person's 
total life experiences where the respondent must choose between a job 
oriented, a nonjob oriented or an indifferent response. Dubin found 
that only about one quarter of his respondents could be classified as 
job oriented. 
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Lodahl and Kejner (1965) state that job involvement reflects the 
degree to which a person's work performance affects his or her self-
esteem. Its main determinant is a value orientation which is learned 
early in the socialization process and therefore is highly resistant 
to changes in the person due to the nature erf a particular job. The 
job involvement literature focuses on how this construct relates to 
other work related issues such as job satisfaction, endorsement of the 
Protestant work ethic, mental health, locus of control, and absentee­
ism and turnover. 
Using nurses and engineers as respondents, Lodahl and Kejner 
created a 20 item Likert type test to measure job involvement which 
contains five factors: a hopeless, indifferent factor epitomized by 
one whose ambitions have been blunted and who now views work as an 
instrumentality for other pleasures; a very high job involvement 
factor, describing the dedicated worker who has a high sense of duty 
towards work; a negative involvement factor descriptive of the person 
who avoids work and feels guilty about performing poorly; and the 
fifth factor which deals with pride in the organization, general ambi­
tion and upward mobility. This scale has been used extensively in re­
search on job involvement. 
Surprisingly, job involvement is not highly correlated with job 
satisfaction. Lodahl and Kejner (1965) state that people who are 
very angry about their jobs are just as likely to be job involved as 
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those who are satisfied at work. Rabinowitz and Hall (1977) explain 
that the relationship between job satisfaction and job involvement 
differs according to the way in which one defines job satisfaction. 
For example, if job satisfaction is defined as the extent to which 
one identifies with one's organization, then these two constructs be­
come confounded. 
Rabinowitz and Hall (1977), in their review of the literature on 
job involvement, conceptualize job involvement as being related to 
three types of variables: personal characteristics, situational 
characteristics and the person X situation interaction with no one 
class or variables influencing job involvement more than the other 
two. 
Saal (1978) used a multivariate approach to examine job involve­
ment. Subjects were tested with Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) job in­
volvement scale, Hermans' (1970) achievement motivation test, two 
Protestant ethic scales (Blood, 1969; Mirels & Garrett, 1971), 
and Smith et al.'s, (1969) JDI. In addition, information regarding 
subjects' personal/demographic characteristics and situational/job 
characteristics was acquired. Multivariate analyses suggested that 
job involvement is better understood by dividing the personal char­
acteristics that Rabinowitz and Hall (1977) speak of into personal/ 
demographic (age, sex, etc.) and personal/psychological variables 
(e.g., need for achievement). The situational and personal/psycho­
logical characteristics were found to share more common variance with 
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job involvement than the personal/demographic variables. Subjects 
low in job involvement were most influenced by personal/psychological 
variables whereas those moderate or high in job involvement were best 
predicted by situational characteristics. 
Rabinowitz, Hall and Goodale (1977) measured the influence of 
individual difference variables and job scope on job involvement. 
Individual difference variables included locus of control (measured 
with Rotter's (1966) l/E scale), belief in the Protestant work ethic 
(measured with the SWV; Wollack et al., 1971), growth need strength 
(Hackman & Lawler, 1971) age and tenure. Job scope consisted of an un­
weighted linear combination of four job characteristics: variety, 
autonomy, task identity and feedback (Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Job 
involvement was measured with Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) inventory. 
A stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated that four vari­
ables, growth need strength, tenure, job scope and Protestant ethic 
endorsement added significantly to the prediction of job involvement 
scores, accounting for 25% of the variance. An analysis of variance 
revealed no significant interactions between job scope and individual 
differences. The results suggest that both individual differences and 
job scope contribute equally to the prediction of job involvement. 
Saleh and Hosek (1976) administered various measures of job in­
volvement, including Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) scale and Dubin's 
(1956) measure of central life interests to student and employee sam­
ples, A factor analysis using a Varimax rotation (Kaiser, 1968) of a 
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principal component analysis was performed yielding a three factor 
solution. The first factor corresponded to a conceptualization of job 
involvement as an active participation in the job. Items loading on 
this factor concerned themselves with the worker's autonomy, partici­
pation in decision making, and a sense of accomplishment. The second 
factor represented a central life interest conceptualization of job in­
volvement. Items defining this factor reflected the overall importance 
of one's work to other areas of one's life. Factor III contained items 
relating job performance to self-esteem. The authors compare these 
three components of job involvement to Gergen's (1971) structural def­
inition of the self. The active participation factor corresponds to 
the connative self, the central life interest factor is analogous to 
the identity self and the third factor corresponds to the evaluative 
self. Therefore,job involvement may be defined as the degree to which 
the three components of the self are reflected in an individual's job. 
Lawler and Hall (1970) investigated the relationship between job 
involvement, satisfaction and intrinsic motivation. The authors de­
fine job involvement as the degree of psychological identification one 
has with one's work. Intrinsic motivation was defined as a link be­
tween job performance and self esteem and feelings of growth (Lawler, 
1969). 
Scientists were given items from a job satisfaction scale (Porter, 
1962) and a job involvement scale (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965), four in­
trinsic motivation items, items measuring job factors (perceptions of 
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the job, challenge, organizational procedures) and one self-report 
item measuring job behavior. A principal components analysis with 
rotation to a Varimax criterion (Kaiser, 1968) was done on the job 
attitude items. The results revealed a three factor solution repre­
senting satisfaction, job involvement and intrinsic motivation. Job 
design factors were found to relate more strongly to satisfaction 
than to involvement or intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation was 
significantly related to the amount of creativity which the job 
allowed for, and the degree to which the job was appropriate to the 
worker's abilities. The more the job was seen to allow the worker to 
influence events, to be creative, and to use his skills and abilities, 
the more involved was the worker. 
The authors believed the data support a clear distinction between 
job satisfaction, job involvement and intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic 
motivation is the degree to which attaining higher order need satis­
faction depends upon performance. Satisfaction is the degree to 
which these needs are satisfied. Job involvement is the degree to 
which the job situation is central to the person and his identity 
(Lawler & Hall, 1970). The authors saw job involvement as an inter­
action between the individual and the job situation. People are more 
likely to become involved in a job that allows them control and a 
chance to use their skills than in a job lacking these characteristics 
(if they want to be involved). 
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Cheloha and Farr (1980) used correlational analyses to examine 
the relationships between absenteeism and job satisfaction and job in­
volvement. Employees of a government agency were given the JDI 
(Smith et al., 1969) and the report form of the Minnesota Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967) to assess 
job involvement scale. In addition, measures of absenteeism were com­
puted for each employee. Zero order correlations indicated that job 
satisfaction and job involvement were inversely related to absenteeism. 
Because job involvement and job satisfaction were significantly re­
lated, partial correlations of job satisfaction and absenteeism con­
trolling for job involvement, and of job involvement and absenteeism 
controlling for job satisfaction were computed. The latter procedure 
had no influence at all, i.e., the resulting partial correlations were 
statistically significant. On the other hand, the job satisfaction/ 
absenteeism relationships were strongly affected by the removal of the 
variance due to job involvement, with only one out of nine significant 
zero order correlations remaining significant for the satisfaction/ 
absence relationships. Although job satisfaction was found to be neg­
atively related to absence behavior using a simple correlational 
analysis, partial correlations of job satisfaction with absenteeism 
while controlling for job involvement showed no consistent relation­
ship. The partial correlations of job involvement and absenteeism with 
job satisfaction partialled out were all significant and negative. 
These results lend support to Lawler and Hall's (1970) findings which 
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demonstrate that job satisfaction and job involvement are separate 
constructs, although related to one another. This distinction has not 
always been clear in the literature. For example, Lodahl and Kejner 
(1965) found that for their sample of engineers, job involvement and 
job satisfaction had roughly the same factorial content. 
Gechman and Wiener (1975) investigated the relationships between 
job involvement, job satisfaction and mental health. Job involvement 
was measured with Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) inventory; job satisfac­
tion was assessed with a seven item test (Kornhauser, 1965) and mental 
health was determined via a pencil and paper adaptation of Kornhauser's 
(1965) structured interview procedure. A strong correlation between 
job involvement and job satisfaction was reported. The interesting 
finding was that job satisfaction and mental health were positively 
and significantly related (r = .48) but job involvement and mental 
health were barely related (r = .10). This suggests that job in­
volvement and job satisfaction are similar yet different constructs. 
There is probably a level of job involvement optimal for proper men­
tal functioning. A very low level of job involvement may reflect a 
passive and depressed type of functioning whereas a very high level 
of job involvement may be associated with a Type A personality. 
Job involvement is also positively correlated with age, is higher 
in males than in females, and is most likely to express itself in 
people who graduated from high school in the Midwest (Saal, 1978). 
Although no consistent relationship has been found between job involve-
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ment and job performance, there is a direct relationship between job 
involvement and job success (Rabinowitz and Hall, 1977). 
To summarize, characteristics of the job involved worker most 
likely include: 
1. A belief in the Protestant work ethic (Rabinowitz & Hall, 
1977; Ruh & White, 1974). 
2. An internal locus of control (Runyon, 1973). 
3. Being older and more highly educated than the average person 
(Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). 
4. Staying with one employer for many years (Lodahl & Kejner, 
1965). 
5. Missing few days of work (Patchen, 1965). 
6. Being male (Siegel, 1969). 
The conclusion of Rabinowitz's and Hall's (1977) review of job 
involvement are: 
1. Job involvement consists of three variables: personal char­
acteristics, situational characteristics and personal X sit­
uational characteristics, with no one class of variables 
showing a stronger relationship to job involvement than the 
other two. More recent research (Saal, 1978) has shown that 
personal/demographic characteristics account for little of 
the variance in job involvement, whereas personal/psychologi­
cal characteristics influence job involvement significantly. 
2. Job involvement is quite stable and seems to be a key feature 
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of a person's self-definition. 
3. A large proportion of the variance in job involvement remains 
unexplained. Rabinowitz and Hall suggest that promising pre­
dictors of job involvement may be other forms of involvement 
such as family, religious, community or recreational involve­
ment . 
4. Job involvement is a feedback variable, i.e., involvement in­
creases as a result of satisfying work experiences and the 
more involved a person is, the harder he will work. 
5. Situational variables affect low job involved persons more 
than highly involved people, i.e., the attitudes of low job 
involved persons are more dependent on the quality of the work 
environment than are the attitudes of the highly job involved. 
Rabinowitz and Hall are concerned that more research has not ad­
dressed itself to the process of becoming job involved. Kanungo (1979) 
discusses psychological and sociological aspects of job involvement 
and proposes a motivational model of job involvement: 
1. An individual's behavior and attitudes are a function of the 
strength of the need states within the individual. 
2. This need saliency is affected by the individual's socializa­
tion process and the perceived potential of the environment 
to satisfy these needs. 
3. The degree to which a person is job involved depends upon 
whether his work is perceived to have the potential for sat­
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isfying these salient needs. 
Kanimgo (1979) thinks that job involvement should be viewed "as a gen­
eralized cognitive state of psychological identification with work" 
and that it "should be directly measured in terms of an individual's 
cognition about his identification with work" (p. 131), Viewing job 
involvement as a cognitive state precludes the use of Lodahl and 
Kejner's (1965) instrument since this scale also measures antecedent 
and consequent feeling states and behavioral tendencies (e.g., "I feel 
depressed when I fail at something connected with my job" or "I will 
stay.overtime to finish a job even if I'm not paid for it"). Kanungo 
believes that future research efforts should attempt to develop more 
unambiguous measures of job involvement-which reflect only the nature 
of the cognitive state of psychological identification with work 
(e.g., "I live, eat and breathe my job"). If we accept Kanungo's 
definition of job involvement as ^ purely cognitive belief state, then 
the status of existing job involvement literature needs to be rein­
terpreted since many of these studies use the Lodahl and Kejner scale 
to measure job involvement. 
Saal (1981) re-examined his earlier (1978) research in light of 
Kanungo's motivational framework. Predictor variables consisting of 
personal/demographic variables, Protestant ethic endorsement, achieve­
ment motivation, and situational job characteristics, (see Saal, 1978) 
were used along with two dependent variables measuring job involvement. 
One dependent variable was Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) 20 item survey 
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(JI20). The second dependent measure consisted of three items taken 
from the JI20 and which reflected a relatively pure cognitive belief 
state. These items were identified by Kanungo (1979) as tending to 
"reflect the individual's awareness of work identification without mea­
suring his need states (antecedent conditions) or overt behavioral 
tendencies (consequent conditions)" (p. 132). These three items were: 
1. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. 
2. I live, eat and breathe my job. 
3. I am very much involved personally in my work. 
•When job involvement was operationalized in purely cognitive terms, 
relationships between involvement and the independent variables per­
sisted, but the magnitude of the relationships was not as great as 
typically found. This suggests that the cognitive measure of job in­
volvement was less predictable than the complete scale by Lodahl and 
Kejner which included cognitive, affective and behaviorally oriented 
components. However, increasing the length of the cognitive scale 
would increase its reliability and hence might improve the predict­
ability of a purely cognitive measure of job involvement. 
Wiener and Gechman (1977) think that there is confusion with re­
gard to a precise definition of job involvement. Job involvement has 
so far been characterized as a psychological state or an attitudinal 
process but no clear concrete operational definition has been proposed. 
Wiener and Gechman suggest that job involvement may be synonymous with 
commitment. Commitment is defined as behaviors which exceed formal 
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and normative expectations including the amount of personal time de­
voted to work activities, the amount of work related conversation, 
and reading and personal sacrificing for the sake of the job (e.g., 
postponing a vacation). 
Elementary school teachers were given attitudinal measures of job 
involvement (Dubin, 1956; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Vroom, 1962). They 
were asked to keep a log of the amount of personal time they spent on 
work related activities. Multiple activities such as grading papers 
while watching television were handled by dividing the time in half 
and counting it as personal time devoted to work. 
Of the attitudinal measures used, only Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) 
and Dubin's (1956) scales correlated significantly with commitment 
behavior. However, the attitudes measured by these instruments do 
not account for a large portion of the commitment variance. No sig­
nificant relationships were found between personal/demographic vari­
ables and commitment. The authors conclude that either work commit­
ment behavior cannot be predicted by personal attitudinal processes 
or that the attitudinal measures used are insufficient, i.e., there 
are certain individual characteristics not taped by these measures 
which significantly relate to commitment behavior. 
Achievement motivation 
Achievement motivation involves "a competition with a standard 
of excellence" (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell, 1953). It is a 
striving to increase one's capability in all activities which involve 
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a frame of reference for which judgments are made (Heckhausen, 1967). 
Achievement motivation has typically been measured with the Thematic 
Apperception Test (TAT), a projective measure which requires a sub­
ject to make up a story based upon pictures of people engaged in vari­
ous activities. The content of the story is analyzed for the assess­
ment of the subject's need for achievement (n Ach). 
It is hypothesized that work conscientiousness shares character­
istics with the need for achievement motive. Hermans (1970) devised 
a measure for this construct that does not include projective test­
ing. For constructing this multiple choice item test, ten aspects , 
of the achievement motive were used as a guide to writing the items. 
1. Aspiration Level - Isaacson (1964) found that students with 
high n Ach as measured with a projective test preferred 
courses of intermediate difficulty. Students scoring low on 
n Ach preferred either very difficult or very easy course-
work. Atkinson and Litwin (1960) found similar results for 
preferred distance in a ring toss game. 
2. Risk Taking Behavior - Studies have shown that when outcomes 
are determined by chance factors, people low in n Ach prefer 
higher risks than high need achievers (Littig, 1963; 
Van der Meer, 1966). 
3. Upward Mobility - Generally speaking, high n Ach is corre­
lated with a desire to improve one's status (Littig & 
Yeracaris, 1965). 
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4. Persistence - High need achievers will persist at a task of 
intermediate difficulty longer than those low on n Ach. Con­
versely, those low on n Ach will persist at tasks of very 
low or very high difficulty (Feather, 1961). 
5. Time Perception - High n Ach persons have a dynamic sense of 
time, e.g., time is described as a "dashing waterfall" or "a 
bird in flight." People low in n Ach have more static con­
ceptions of time, e.g., "a vast expanse of sky" (Knapp & 
Garbutt, 1958). 
6. Time Perspective - High need achievers are more future ori­
ented than those low in n Ach. 
7. Partner choice - High need achievers will choose a competent, 
unsympathetic task partner over a sympathetic incompetent 
partner more often than people low in n Ach (French, 1956). 
8. Recognition Behavior - High need achievers seek recognition 
by performing well in their work (Hermans, 1970). 
9. Task Tension - When interrupted while working at a task he 
wants to accomplish, the high need achiever has a strong 
tendency to resume the task (Hermans, 1970). 
10. Achievement Behavior - Those high in n Ach like to perform 
well (Hermans, 1970). 
Hermans generated 92 items based upon the empirical research men­
tioned. Via a cluster analysis, 29 items were retained and labeled 
the Prestatic Motivation Test (PMT). Discriminant validity was 
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assessed by correlating the PUT with an anxiety measure. The coef­
ficient of correlation was zero. 
Convergent validity was assessed by correlating results of the 
PMT with performance measures. Subjects were given a task in a neu­
tral situation (cooperation only was requested) or in an achievement 
oriented condition (the experimenter emphasized that the performance 
of the task was indicative of the subjects' learning processes in 
difficult situations). Results revealed that subjects with high n Ach 
(PMT) do not perform better than low n Ach subjects in the neutral 
condition. However, subjects with high n Ach performed better than 
low n Ach subjects in the achievement oriented condition. 
Hermans also used students in an unstructured college program to 
test for convergent validity. Students participating in this unstruc­
tured curriculum made their own decisions about the number of exams 
they took in a given time period. Need for achievement, as measured 
by the PMT was significantly correlated with grades and with the num­
ber of exams taken. 
The characteristics that are assumed to be shared by the need for 
achievement motive and work conscientiousness are task persistence, 
partner choice and general achievement behavior. A work conscientious 
individual would be inclined to pursue a task until performance sat­
isfaction was achieved. Since a work conscientious person's goal 
would be to work hard and well, a preferred partner would be one who 
could aid in the task (i.e., a competent assistant). Hermans' PMT 
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(1970) was seen as a useful aid for development of a work conscien­
tiousness scale by suggesting items which reflect features hypothe­
sized to be common to work conscientiousness. Items on the PUT which 
are indicative of upward mobility, recognition or other extrinsically 
motivated behavior do not fit the hypothetical definition of work 
conscientiousness, so these dimensions were not considered. 
Intrinsic motivation 
Intrinsic motivation refers to the desire to perform a task when 
no apparent reward is received except from the task itself (Daniel & 
Esser, 1980; White, 1959). Extrinsic motivation is defined as the 
motivation to perform a task strictly for the external rewards re­
ceived (money, power, etc.). It is hypothesized that a main "ingredi­
ent" of work conscientiousness is intrinsic motivation. Work con­
scientious people are hypothesized to be propelled mainly by the work 
or task itself, rather than by the external contingencies associated 
with work. 
Research has indicated that external rewards may undermine in­
trinsic motivation. Deci (1971) found that subjects receiving payment 
for a puzzle task demonstrated significantly less intrinsic motiva­
tion toward the task that subjects who were not being paid. Deci, 
Cascio & Krusell (1975) explain this phenomenon through cognitive 
evaluation theory. When an external reward is introduced as a conse­
quence of performing a task, an individual may perceive that he is 
performing the task simply to obtain the external reward, hence de-
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creasing intrinsic motivation. 
Daniel and Esser (1980) investigated the effects of external re­
wards on intrinsic motivation by manipulating task structure and task 
interest. Task interest on a puzzle completion assignment was manip­
ulated through the shapes, sizes and colors of the pieces. Task 
structure was controlled through the way in which instructions were 
given to the subjects. Results indicated that external rewards under­
mined intrinsic motivation for tasks of high interest and/or low 
structure. External rewards had little effect on intrinsic motiva­
tion when the task was of low interest and or high structure. 
Hackman and Lawler (1971) have found that the development of in­
trinsic motivation is facilitated when jobs are high on four core di­
mensions : variety (not doing the same things over and over); autonomy 
(having some decision making responsibility); task identity (doing an 
entire piece of work and seeing the final result as opposed to work­
ing on only a small part of the project); and, feedback (receiving 
performance evaluations). This perspective, as well as the research 
on intrinsic motivation cited previously, views intrinsic motivation 
as being very much situationally specific, i.e., a function of the job 
as opposed to the individual. Work conscientiousness, on the other 
hand, is hypothesized to be an individual characteristic which is man­
ifested regardless of the job's nature. 
O'Reilly and Caldwell (1980) investigated the impact on intrinsic 
and extrinsic factors on subsequent satisfaction and commitment. 
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Newly employed MBA graduates were surveyed upon job acceptance and 
again six months later. It was found that job choices based upon in­
trinsic job features were associated with high levels of satisfaction 
and organizational commitment (Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian, 1974). 
When decisions for job selection were based upon external factors, 
such as family pressures, satisfaction and commitment were low. Sur­
prisingly, job choices strongly influenced by salary were associated 
with high satisfaction and commitment. This may be interpreted that 
a high salary makes one feel more competent and worthy, thereby in­
creasing positive feelings toward the job (O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1980). 
Most of the literature relating intrinsic motivation to work be­
havior concerns itself with aspects of the job, i.e., which job char­
acteristics will foster the growth of a worker's intrinsic motivation 
and what can we do to help people enjoy their work more? The approach 
this paper presents allows identification of those individuals who are 
self-motivated, i.e., who will work hard in a wide range of job situa­
tions, not only when the task is appealing. 
Workaholism 
It is hypothesized that a person scoring extremely high on the 
work conscientiousness trait would be classified as a workaholic. 
Generally, a workaholic bases much of his self-concept on his work 
behavior. His job performance is vital to his identity and therefore 
a great deal of time is spent working or thinking about work. Work­
aholism is an addiction to work affecting about seven percent of the 
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American workforce (Machlowitz, 1980). Gates (1971) describes four 
types of workaholics: 
1. Dyed-in-the-Wool Workaholic - This person is extremely pro­
fessional and sets very high personal standards. He is a 
perfectionist and is merciless in his demands upon himself 
for thoroughness, mastery and peak performance. He has a 
vigorous intolerance of incompetence in others and is there­
fore difficult to work with. He has a problem saying "No" 
to those requesting his after hours services. Sleep may be 
more and more curtailed by the sheer problems of scheduling 
work. 
2. Situational Workaholic - This person is most likely to be new 
on the job and overworks out of real necessity, i.e., to be­
come proficient at his job or to secure tenure, rather than 
for intrinsic outcomes, 
3. Pseudo-Workaholic - This person will work diligently to move 
from one echelon in the power structure to another. His ori­
entation is one of.power, not production. 
4. Escapist Workaholic - This person works very long hours only 
to avoid going home. He either has a very chaotic home life 
or a very boring and empty after hours life. 
The type of workaholic epitomizing a high work conscientious in­
dividual would be the dyed-in-the-wool type (dates, 1971), i.e., one 
who works for intrinsic outcomes rather than promotions, tenure, power 
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or to elude an unpleasant home life. Machlowitz (1980) studied work­
aholics and identified these characteristics: 
1. Workaholics are intense, energetic and competitive. Their 
stringent standards are internal, with their fiercest com­
petitors being themselves. One workaholic interviewed by 
Machlowitz delighted in getting to work hours before anyone 
else because "by nine o'clock I had done a day's work." Work­
aholics also have a vigorous intolerance of incompetence in 
those with whom they work. 
2. Workaholics have strong self-doubts and secretly suspect that 
they are inadequate. Some feel their work is the only thing 
they're good at. 
3. Workaholics prefer labor to leisure. They rarely use the 
phrase "Thank God, it's Friday" and welcome Mondays as a re­
lief from the "Sunday neurosis." Machlowitz believes that 
just working hard does not qualify one as a workaholic. 
Workaholics enjoy working. 
4. Workaholics can and do work anytime and anywhere. Machlowitz 
found some of her interviewees during New York City's 1977 
blackout. While most New Yorkers took the day off, some 
stubbornly walked as many as thirty flights of stairs and 
demanded to be allowed into their offices. Others were found 
on the sidewalks avidly operating their hand held calculators, 
fearing that the batteries would discharge before the elec­
tricity was flowing again. 
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5. Workaholics make the most of their time, feeling that time is 
irreplaceable. Wasting time is considered the deadliest of 
sins. 
6. Workaholics blur the distinctions between business and plea­
sure. Since they prefer to work than do much else, their 
meals become functional (e.g., business luncheons), vacations 
are scarce. 
Summary 
The purpose of this paper is to develop an instrument for a work re­
lated trait called work conscientiousness. Briefly, work conscientious­
ness is hypothesized to be a trans-situational phenomenon attributed to 
people who enjoy working hard purely for intrinsic outcomes. With the 
aim of developing a test to measure this construct, a review of the 
literature was done on other constructs that are thought to be related 
to work conscientiousness. 
Protestant ethic endorsement was discussed because of the common 
"Work is good" theme that is characteristic of both constructs. The 
conclusion arrived at was that Protestant ethic endorsement consists 
of intrinsic and extrinsic factors (Waters et al., 1975; Wollack 
et al., 1971). Similarities between the two constiructs include task 
persistence regardless of task attractiveness (Merrens & Garrett, 
1975), high ambition and self-control (MacDonald, 1972). It is 
hypothesized that the discriminating determinant between Protestant 
ethic endorsement and work conscientiousness is the extrinsic factor 
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(upward striving, attitude toward earnings and a moralistic fear of 
punishment for idleness) that contributes to Protestant ethic endorse­
ment. 
The job involvement literature was reviewed and the basic differ­
ence between job involvement and work conscientiousness is that job 
involvement is composed of situational factors whereas it is hypothe­
sized that work conscientiousness is not. There appears to be dis­
agreement in the literature as to exactly what job involvement is. 
There is a conceptualization of job involvement as a cognitive state 
<Kanungo, 1979; Saal, 1981) and a proposition that job involvement be 
viewed strictly in behavioral terms (Wiener & Gechman, 1977). Research 
has indicated that a purely cognitive measure of job involvement is 
inadequate (Saal, 1981) and that present attitudinal measures (e.g., 
Lodahl & Kejner's scale) are insufficient to predict work commitment 
behaviors (Wiener & Gechman, 1977). The intention of the Wiener and 
Gechman study was to develop a behaviorally oriented measure that can 
satisfactorily predict commitment conduct. 
Achievement motivation was discussed in comparison with work 
conscientiousness. Similarities (task persistence, partner choice 
and general achievement behavior) between achievement motivation and 
the author's conceptualization of work conscientiousness were seen as 
a useful aid in the construction of a work conscientiousness measure. 
Similarly, intrinsic motivation literature was cited. The main point 
arrived at was that work conscientiousness is intrinsic motivation 
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applied to work behavior. The intrinsic motivation literature is con­
cerned mainly with job characteristics, i.e., how can jobs be made 
more interesting to workers, whereas the goal of this paper takes a 
different perspective: how can those individuals who are internally 
motivated, regardless of the type of job they have, be identified. 
Finally, workaholism was discussed. Because an extremely high 
score on the work conscientiousness scale would hypothetically be in­
dicative of workaholism, it was thought that a review of characteris­
tics shared by workaholics would be valuable for test construction 
purposes. 
This dissertation consists of three parts. The first part con­
cerns itself with the further definition of work conscientiousness 
through the development of an instrument to operationally define this 
construct. The second and third parts of the study are concerned with 
the validation of the instrument. 
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PART I. DEVELOPMENT OF SCALES 
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METHOD 
Instrument 
One hundred and eighty Likert type items were generated, using 
information obtained from the literature review that was pertinent to 
defining work conscientiousness. Some items were "borrowed" from 
already established inventories (e.g.. Blood's (1969) Protestant ethic 
scale and Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) Job Involvement inventory); other 
work oriented items were created specifically for the purposes of this 
study. Twenty items from a social desirability scale (Crowne & 
Marlowe, 1960) were also used to control for this type of response 
set, yielding a total of 200 items. Acquiescence, the response style 
characterized by respondents always answering "Yes" to stimuli, was 
controlled by wording the items so that about half of them would 
be scored in a reverse direction. 
The instructions asked that the test takers' "responses should 
reflect your work attitudes in the past, if you have had a full time 
job, your present attitudes if you are working now, or how you antici­
pate you will feel in the future in full time employment." (See Ap­
pendix A for a copy of the questionnaire.) 
Subjects 
The subjects consisted of undergraduate students enrolled in in­
troductory psychology courses who voluntarily participated in this 
study for extra credit points added to their grades. There were 175 
females, 169 males and 11 students who neglected to code in their sex. 
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yielding a total of 355 students. 
Employees of the Iowa Department of Transportation also partici­
pated in this study. This heterogeneous group represented many job 
levels at the DOT, ranging from secretaries to the director of the or­
ganization. There were 31 females, 38 males and 10 individuals who 
neglected to code in their sex, yielding a total of 79 DOT employees. 
Participation was voluntary and no incentive was offered in exchange 
for their cooperation. 
In total, there were 434 subjects consisting of 206 females, 207 
males and 21 "unknowns. " All responses were anonymous. 
Procedure 
Psychology undergraduate students were gathered at a scheduled 
time and place to fill out the questionnaire. The instrument was de­
scribed as a work attitude survey. Subjects were instructed to indi­
cate the degree to which they endorsed each statement. A five point 
rating scale was used where a response of "a" indicated that the item 
never described the subject and a response of "e" indicated that the 
item always described the subject. Subjects were also asked to desig­
nate their gender. Subjects recorded their responses on a National 
Computer Systems general purpose answer sheet. Most students finished 
the task in less than an hour. 
Employees of the DOT were given questionnaires by their super­
visors and filled them out during their leisure time. Of those ques­
tionnaires distributed, 79% were returned. The directions to DOT em­
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ployees for completing the questionnaire were identical to that of 
the students. 
Analysis 
Data obtained from the students were subjected to a principal 
components factor analysis with Varimax rotation (Kaiser, 1968). 
Data obtained from DOT employees were not factor analyzed due to the 
small number of respondents. Instead, these data were used to cross-
validate factor scores generated from student data. 
Principal components factor analysis divides the total variance of 
a set of variables into a set of factors (dimensions) which accounts 
for a major portion of the variance of the original set of variables 
(Weiss, 1976). 
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RESULTS 
On the data obtained from the students, a Scree test (Cattell, 
1971> was done to determine the number of factors to be extracted from 
the principal components analysis. Solutions of three through eight 
factors were extracted and rotated to a Varimax solution (Kaiser, 
1968). The percentages of variance accounted by each factorial solu­
tion are reported in Table 1. 
Based upon the content of the items, the three factor solution 
was judged to be most meaningful in regard to conceptualizing work 
conscientiousness. The three factors that were identified are: Fac­
tor 1: Work conscientiousness; Factor 2: Workaholism; Factor 3: Social 
desirability. Items that were retained as factor variables had to 
meet the criteria of having a factor loading of at least .40 on one 
factor and factor loadings no greater than .20 on the remaining fac­
tors . 
Factor 1 describes a person who is goal oriented, task persistent, 
ambitious, and who feels a sense of pride and accomplishment when a 
job is well done. This person is ego involved in his or her work and 
is stimulated by challenge and competition. The 34 items defining 
this factor and their factor loadings are given in Appendix B. 
Factor 2 describes a person who is obsessed with his or her work. 
This person's life is dominated and defined by work. Bringing work 
home on nights and weekends, forfeiting vacations and feeling deprived 
on those occasions when an important commitment must be given a higher 
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priority than work are characteristic of defining the person described 
by this factor. The 26 items this factor and their factor loadings are 
given in Appendix C. 
Factor 3 are those items which clustered with items from Crowne's 
and Marlowe's (1960) social desirability scale. The nine items de­
fining this factor and their factor loadings are found in Appendix D. 
Factor scores were computed for all of the 434 subjects (students 
and DOT employees) . A correlation matrix based upon these factor 
scores is found in Table 2. 
For each factor, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was done to test 
for mean differences in factor scores between groups defined by occu­
pation and sex. Only those subjects whose gender was designated were 
included in the ANOVA (n = 413). For Factor 1, work conscientiousness, 
there was a main effect for sex, with females scoring significantly 
higher than males on this factor (2(1,409) = 15.56, 2 = .0001). The 
ANOVA results for Factor 1 are given in Table 3. 
There was a main effect for occupation for Factor 2, workaholism, 
with students scoring significantly higher than DOT employees on this 
factor (2(1,409) = 6.29, £ = .0125). The ANOVA results for Factor 2 
are given in Table 4. For Factor 3, social desirability, there was a 
main effect for occupation with students scoring significantly higher 
than DOT employees on this factor (2(1,409) = 61.44, _p = .0001). The 
ANOVA results for Factor 3 are given in Table 5. 
38 
Table 1. Percentage of variance accounted for using three, four, five, 
six, seven, eight rotated factor solutions 
Factor Number Total 
3 4 5 6 7 8 Percentage 
Three factor 
solution 
Six factor 
solution 
Seven factor 
solution 
8,25 6,59 4,73 19.57 
^°solufior 7 81 S-61 4-62 2.32 21.36 
7'*° 6.39 3.39 3.51 2.21 23,10 
7.51 5.17 3,13 3,41 2.23 3.21 26.66 
7.38 4.13 3.11 4.45 1.79 3.59 1.46 25.91 
7.61 5.31 2.61 2.03 1.79 2.22 1.70 3.84 27.11 
Table 2, Correlations between factors based upon factor scores of 
subjects (N=434) 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 1 
Factor 2 
Factor 3 
1,00 .30 
1.00 
.21 
.20 
1.00 
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Table 3. Analysis of variance table for Factor 1 
Source SS df MS F 2 
Occupation 511.99 1 511.99 2.55 .1111 
Sex 3123.64 1 3123.64 15.56 .0001* 
Occupation x Sex 00.00 1 00.00 1.00 1.0000 
Error 82122.59 409 200.79 
Table 4. Analysis of variance table for Factor 2 
Source SS df MS F £ 
Occupation 1086.58 1 1086.58 6.29 .0125* 
Sex 530.16 1 530.16 3.07 .0805 
Occupation x Sex 281.86 1 281.86 1.63 .2022 
Error 70643.83 409 172.72 
Table 5. Analysis of variance table for Factor 3 
Source SS df MS F 2 
Occupation 1215.08 1 1215.08 61.44 .0001* 
Sex 5.75 1 5.75 .29 .5900 
Occupation x Sex 23.36 1 23.36 1.18 .2778 
Error 8088.16 409 19.78 
^Statistically significant. 
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A measure of internal consistency, coefficient alpha, was computed 
for each factor based upon factor scores obtained by the total sample 
(N = 434) and all sub-groups defined by sex and/or occupation. These 
analyses were done to assess differences in the factor structures for 
each of the sub-groups. These reliability coefficients are found in 
Tables 6, 7, and 8. 
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Table 6. Values of coefficient alpha for Factor 1 based upon factor 
scores of the total group of subjects and sub-groups defined 
by sex and occupation. Number of items equals 34 
Coefficient alpha 
. subjects (N = 434) .92 
Students (n = 355) .92 
DOT employees (n = 79) .93 
Males (n = 207) .92 
Females (n = 206) .92 
Male students (n = 169) .92 
Female students (n = 175) .92 
Male/DOT (n = 38) .93 
Female/DOT (n = 31) .92 
Table 7. Values of coefficient alpha for Factor 2 based upon factor 
scores of the total group of subjects and sub-groups defined 
by sex and occupation. Number of items equals 26 
Coefficient alpha 
All subjects (N = 434) .90 
Students (n = 355) .90 
DOT employees (n = 79) .93 
Males (n = 207) .90 
Females (n = 206) .90 
Mala students (n = 169) .89 
Female students (n = 175) .90 
Male/DOT (n = 38) .94 
Female/DOT (n = 31) .89 
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Table 8. Values of coefficient alpha for Factor 3 based upon factor 
scores of the total group of subjects and sub-groups defined 
by sex and occupation. Number of items equals nine 
Coefficient alpha 
All subjects (N = 434) .76 
Students (n = 355) .71 
DOT employees (n = 79) .65 
Males (n = 207) .77 
Females (n = 206) .76 
Male students (n = 169) .74 
Female students (n = 175) .74 
Male/DOT (n = 38) .56 
Female/DOT (n = 31) .64 
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DISCUSSION 
An hypothesis made at the start of this study was that work con­
scientiousness was a trait whose anchor point at the high end of its 
continuum was workaholism. The factor analysis demonstrated that this 
is not true: work conscientiousness and workaholism are two relatively 
distinct and highly internally consistent constructs. It is not dif­
ficult to conceptualize work conscientious individuals who are not 
also workaholics; it is much more challenging to envision a workaholic 
who is not work conscientious. Perhaps those workaholics who are not 
also work conscientious are more concerned with the quantity than with 
the quality of their work. 
The coefficients alpha reported for students were very high, indi­
cating that the two work oriented factors are being measured reliably 
in the internal consistency sense. High alpha values were also found 
for the DOT group which served as a cross-validation sample. These re­
sults indicated that students and DOT employees responded to the ques­
tionnaire items in a way that confirmed the statistical definition of 
the two constructs. 
The ANOVA's revealed statistically significant differences in mean 
factor scores for occupation and gender classifications. Females 
scored higher than males on the work conscientiousness factor. This 
finding is inconsistent with the job involvement literature which 
states that males are more likely to be job involved than females 
(Siegel, 1969). Consequently, there is some support for viewing work 
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conscientiousness and job involvement as different constructs. Stu­
dents scored significantly higher on the workaholism factor than DOT 
employees. This finding should be interpreted with ftie awareness that 
students also scored significantly higher than DOT employees on the 
social desirability factor. It may be that the student's inflated 
workaholism scores are the result of a response set. If this is the 
case, it is curious that students' work conscientiousness scores were 
not elevated as well. Perhaps students are more workaholic than DOT 
employees in that the role of student often requires one to work dur­
ing nights, weekends and during vacation times. 
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PART II. ASSESSMENT OF DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of the second study was to assess the discriminant 
validities of the work conscientiousness and workaholism scales. 
Therefore, scores on the work conscientiousness and the workaholism 
scales were compared to scores on job involvement and Protestant ethic 
endorsement inventories which conceptually may be related as discussed 
in the literature review. 
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METHOD 
Instrument 
The questionnaire consisted of 103 Likert type items. The ques­
tionnaire was comprised of: the work conscientiousness scale (34 
items); theworkaholism scale (26 items); the social desirability scale 
(9 items); Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) Job Involvement scale (20 items); 
Blood's (1969) Protestant Ethic Endorsement scale (8 items); and six 
additional items that measure social desirability (Crowne & Marlowe, 
1960). The directions specified that the subject's responses reflect 
"your work attitudes in the past if you have had a full time job, 
your present attitudes if you are working now or how you anticipate 
you will feel in the future in full time employment." A copy of the 
questionnaire is in Appendix E. 
Subjects 
Subjects were 178 students in introductory and advanced psychology 
classes. Participation was voluntary in exchange for extra credit 
added to their grades. There were 86 males and 92 females. 
Procedure 
Subjects from introductory psychology courses (n = 137) were 
gathered together at a pre-scheduled time and place. Subjects were 
told that they would be filling out a work attitude survey and were 
given one hour to complete the questionnaire. 
Subjects from an advanced psychology course (n = 41) completed 
the survey at their own convenience and returned it to the experi­
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menter. Several of these participants chose to put their names on the 
survey in order to get feedback on their performance from the experi­
menter. 
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RESULTS 
Questionnaires were scored on the work conscientiousness scale, 
the workaholism scale, the social desirability scale, the Protestant 
ethic scale (Blood, 1969) and the job involvement scale (Lodahl & 
Kejner, 1965). Because the workaholism scale and the job involvement 
scale contained four common items, scores were also computed for these 
scales with the common items omitted (these "new" scales are desig­
nated workaholism - and job involvement -, respectively). 
Coefficients alpha were computed for each of the scales (see Table 
9). The alpha levels for the work conscientiousness and workaholism 
scales (a = .91; a = .87); respectively) remained high for this sample. 
Three sets of product moment correlations between all pairs of 
scale scores were computed for the total subject pool, for males and 
for females. These correlation coefficients are found in Tables 10, 
11, and 12, respectively. Also in Tables 10, 11, and 12 are correla­
tions resulting when the several variables were corrected for attenua­
tion. 
In addition, a matrix of the differences between correlation co­
efficients computed is presented in Table 13. A Fishers ^  test 
(Guilford, 1965) was calculated for these correlational differences 
to determine statistical significance. Six of the differences between 
correlation coefficients between the sexes were statistically signifi­
cant. 
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Table 9. Coefficients alpha 
Scale Males Females Total group 
Work conscientiousness .87 .93 .91 
Workaholism .85 .88 .87 
Workaholism .84 .87 .86 
Social desirability .70 .76 .73 
Protestant ethic .56 .62 .59 
Job involvement .84 .86 .85 
Job involvement .79 .83 .81 
Table 10. Matrix of correlations between scales for total group (N = 
178). Correlations corrected for attenuation in parentheses 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Work Work- Work- Social Protes- Job In- Job In-
Conscien- aholism aholism- desir- tant volve- volve-
tiousness ability Ethic ment ment" 
1 - .25{.28) .22(.25) .37(.45) .59(.8l) .63(.72) .69(.80) 
2 - .99(1.00) .13(.16) .34(.47) .59(.69) .50(.60) 
3 - .10(.13) .31(.44) .56(.66) .47(.56) 
4 - .42(.64) .42(.53) .42(.55) 
5 - .63(.89) .65(.94) 
6 - .98(1.00) 
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Table 11. Matrix of correlations between scales for males (n = 86). 
Correlations corrected for attenuation in parentheses 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Work Work- Work- Social Protes- Job In- Job In-
Conscien- aholism aholism desir- tant volve- volve-
tiousness ability Ethic ment ment 
1 - .31(.36) .28(.33) .34( .44)  .52(.74) .51(.60) .56(.68) 
2 - .99(1.00) .15(.19) .44(.64) .70(.83) .64(.78) 
3 - .12(.16) .39(.57) .66(.79) .60(.74) 
4 - .Û6(.73) .35(.46) .36(.48) 
5 - .40(.73) .51(.77) 
6 - .98(1.00) 
7 
Table 12. Matrix of correlations between, scales for females (n = 92) 
Correlations corrected for attentuation in parentheses 
"ork Work— Work— Social Protes— Job In— Job In— 
Conscien- aholism aholism desir- tant volve- volve-
tiousness ability E.thic ment ment 
1 - .16(.18) .14(.16) .37(.44) .64(.84) .73(.82) .79(.90) 
2 - .99(1.00) .08(.10) .24(.32) .50(.57) .37(.43) 
3 - .06(.07) .23(.31) .47(.54) .35(.41) 
4 - .38(.55) .47(.58) .47(.59) 
5 - .74(.99) .75(.99) 
6 - .98(1.00) 
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Table 13. Matrix of absolute differences in correlations between 
scales: Males vs. females 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Work Work- Work- Social Protes­ Job In­ Job In­
Conscien­ aholism aholism" desir­ tant volve­ volve­
tiousness ability Ethic ment ment 
1 - .15 .14 .03 .12 .22* .23** 
2 - 0 .07 .20 .20* .27* 
3 - .06 .16 .19 .25* 
4 
-
.08 .12 .11 
5 
- .24** .24** 
6 
- 0 
7 -
* £ < .05. 
**£ < .01. 
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Using various combinations of the constructs, partial correlations 
were done to help gain a better understanding of the relationships 
amongst the variables. A partial correlation is the correlation ex­
pected between two variables when the third variable is held constant 
(Nunnally, 1978). The relationships of primary interest are: 
r„ __ ___ = .41 and r_ = .56. When work conscientiousness was 
—JI PE'WC —JI PE-wA 
held constant, the correlation between Protestant ethic endorsement 
and job involvement was still substantial, indicating that job involve­
ment and Protestant ethic endorsement share common variance which is 
something other than work conscientiousness. Likewise, when work-
aholism is held constant, the relationship between job involvement and 
Protestant ethic endorsement is considerable, signifying common vari­
ance inexplicable through workaholism. A more complete listing of 
partial correlations is located in Table 14. 
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Table 14. Partial correlations based on total group (N = 178) 
PE JI.WC 
WC PE.JI 
WC JI.PE 
PE JI.WA 
WA PE.JI 
WA JI-PE 
WC WA.JI 
WC WA.PE 
WC PE-WA 
WC JI-WA 
WA PE-WC 
WA JI-WC 
= .41 
= .32 
= .41 
= .56 
=-.05 
= .51 
= .19 
= .07 
= .55 
= .59 
= .25 
= .58 
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DISCUSSION 
The relationships of primary interest involve those between work 
conscientiousness, workaholism, job involvement and Protestant ethic 
endorsement. For the total group, work conscientiousness correlated 
about .6 with both Protestant ethic endorsement and job involvement. 
This can be interpreted as meaning that about 36% of the variance in 
both Protestant ethic endorsement and job involvement can be explained 
by work conscientiousness. This interpretation confirms findings in 
the literature which explain Protestant ethic endorsement and job in­
volvement in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic factors. 
Intrinsic factors may be thought of as within person variables, 
i.e., those variables that are trans-situational. In terms of work 
orientation, ego involvement tn one's work, pride, and the general 
desire to perform a task well would be classified as intrinsic factors. 
Extrinsic factors are those variables that are characteristic of or 
specifically related to the job or work environment such as pay, status, 
security and relationships with supervisors and co-workers. The in­
trinsic factor in Protestant ethic endorsement and job involvement may 
be work conscientiousness which accounts for one third of the variance 
in each of these constructs. One may also interpret the data as mean­
ing that approximately one third of the variance in work con^ 
scientiousness can be explained through Protestant ethic endorsement 
and one third of the variance in work conscientiousness may be ex­
plained via job involvement, but this explanation does not logically 
56 
flow from the theoretical definition of work conscientiousness. Work 
conscientiousness is trans-situational and doesn't contain the extrin­
sic factors included in job involvement and Protestant ethic endorse­
ment. 
Workaholism correlated .34 with Protestant ethic endorsement 
which may be interpreted to mean that approximately 12% of the vari­
ance in Protestant ethic endorsement may be explained via workaholism. 
Workaholism and job involvement correlated .59. Removing common items 
from both scales yielded a correlation of .47 or 22% of common variance. 
Although there is overlap between the work conscientiousness and 
workaholism scales with Protestant ethic endorsement and job involve­
ment measures, that is to be expected. It was originally hypothesized 
that work conscientiousness would bear some relationship to similar 
but not identical constructs such as Protestant ethic endorsement, job 
involvement, achievement motivation and intrinsic motivation. The 
coefficients of correlation derived from this study confirm a relation­
ship between work conscientiousness and workaholism with other work re­
lated measures, but also suggest that there are significant differences 
in what the scales are measuring. 
Correlations between work conscientiousness with the other variables 
in the range of .30-.40 would have been preferable, confirming hypothe­
sized relationships between work conscientiousness and the other vari­
ables, but still supporting work conscientiousness as a relatively 
distinct construct. 
57 
When the coefficients of correlation were corrected for attenua­
tion, stronger relationships between the measures were shown, as one 
would expect. Corrections for attentuation indicate what the relation­
ship between two variables would be if both measures were perfectly 
reliable (Nunnally, 1978): Work conscientiousness correlated .81 with 
Protestant ethic endorsement. The reason for such an increase in the 
relationship between the two variables was because coefficient alpha 
for the Protestant ethic scale was not very high (a = .59). One may 
interpret these data to mean that about 66% of the variance in 
Protestant ethic endorsement can be explained via work conscientious­
ness or that about two thirds of the Protestant ethic construct con­
sists of an intrinsic factor and the remaining one third of the vari­
ance may be accounted for through extrinsic and/or other factors. For 
those who believe that the overlap between the two variables is too 
great to justify a construct of work conscientiousness different from 
Protestant ethic endorsement, the differences between the values of 
coefficient alpha associated with each scale should be considered. 
If work conscientiousness and Protestant ethic endorsement are defin­
ing very similar constructs, then the work conscientiousness scale 
should be the preferred measure based upon its high degree of internal 
consistency (.a = .91). (The Protestant ethic scale length would need 
to be increased to approximately sixty items to achieve an alpha value 
of .91.) 
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As expected, the relationship between the work conscientiousness 
scale and the job involvement scale was also increased when correc­
tions for attenuation were made (% = .72). This may be interpreted to 
mean that about 52% of the variance in job involvement may be explained 
via work conscientiousness. The remaining variance is job involvement 
must be explained using other factors. 
Workaholism and Protestant ethic endorsement correlated .47 when a 
correction for attenuation was made, indicating that about 22% of the 
variance in one of the constructs may be explained by the other. A 
corrected correlation coefficient of .56 was found between workaholism -
and job involvement -, indicating 31% of common variance between the 
constructs or 48% (r^ = .69) of common variance between the constructs 
when items common to both measures were retained. 
One contributing factor to the magnitude of the correlations be­
tween work conscientiousness and workaholism with the other variables 
may be method variance. The relationship amongst the variables may 
be over estimated due to the fact that only one method (self-report 
paper and pencil tests) was used to assess all of the constructs. A 
multitrait-multimethod design (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) employing at 
least two methods for measuring each construct (e.g., self-reports and 
peer reports) would be useful in determining if method variance is re­
sponsible for inflating the correlations. 
The partial correlations lend support to the premise that work 
conscientiousness and workaholism are different from Protestant ethic 
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endorsement and job involvement. The correlation between Protestant 
ethic endorsement and job involvement, while holding work conscien­
tiousness constant is .41. This may be interpreted to mean that when an 
intrinsic motivation factor(s) is removed (i.e., work conscientious­
ness) the variance shared between job involvement and Protestant 
ethic endorsement is composed of extrinsic factors. 
Thus, there is evidence for discriminant validity for the work 
conscientiousness (WC) and workaholism (WA) scales. However, the 
substantial correlations between WC, WA and Protestant ethic endorse­
ment (FE) and job involvement (JI) might be interpreted as evidence 
for convergent validity and indeed this author would so argue if she 
were trying to establish that WC, WA, PE, and JI were identical con­
structs. But that is not the case. WC and WA show enough discrim­
inant validity to argue for further research on them as distinctive 
constructs. 
It should be noted that coefficients alpha were higher for the 
work conscientiousness and workaholism scales than for the other mea­
sures. Workaholism and work conscientiousness also correlated less 
with social desirability than did the other scales. 
In summary, what has been defined are two scales, work conscien­
tiousness and workaholism which are relatively independent of each 
other (_r = .25) and which share characteristics with a job involve­
ment measure and a Protestant ethic endorsement measure. Given the 
overlap between the scales developed in this study and pre-existing 
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scales, this study has isolated the intrinsic factor contained within 
work related constructs. 
Statistically significant differences in coefficients of corre­
lation between the scales were found when these correlations were 
based on data from males and females separately. The correlations 
between the work conscientiousness scale and the job involvement 
scale were different for males and females (2 = .51; _r = .73; re­
spectively) . This may be interpreted to mean that for the males only 
26% of the vairance in job involvement is explained via work con­
scientiousness, whereas for the females 53% of the variance in job 
involvement is explained in terms of work conscientiousness. Perhaps 
for males, the degree to which one is involved in one's work is highly 
dependent upon situational or extrinsic factors such as characteris­
tics of the job itself, factors relating to pay and promotions and 
possibly relationships with supervisors and co-workers. It may be 
that for females, these extrinsic factors are not as important for be­
coming job involved. 
A statistically significant difference was found between corre­
lations between workaholism and job involvement between males and fe­
males. For males = .70), about 49% of the variance in job involve­
ment may be accounted for by workaholism. For females (2 = .50), only 
about 25% of the variance in job involvement can be explained via 
workaholism. This implies that males who are involved in their work 
are more likely to be workaholic or obsessive toward work than job in­
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volved females. This finding is not surprising since society allows 
and to a great extent reinforces males to "live, eat and breathe" 
their jobs. In our culture, work is a focal point for men. Females, 
on the other hand, are encouraged to invest themselves in activities 
other than work, such as family oriented functions. 
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PART III. ASSESSMENT OF CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 
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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship 
between scores on the work conscientiousness and workaholism scales 
with some work oriented criterion. Specifically, supervisory ratings 
of work conscientiousness and workaholism were correlated with super­
visees' scores on the scales. 
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METHOD 
Instrument 
For supervisees. The instrument that the supervisees completed 
was a 75 item questionnaire composed of the work conscientiousness 
scale (34 items), the workaholism scale (26 items) and the social de­
sirability scale (9 items). These scales were developed in Part I of 
this study. In addition, six more items from the Crowne and Marlowe 
(1960) social desirability scale were included. A copy of the ques­
tionnaire is found in Appendix E (items 1-75). The instructions given 
for completing the questionnaire were identical to those given to sub­
jects participating in Part I and Part II of this study. 
For supervisors. The instrument that the supervisors completed 
consisted of descriptions of three constructs: work conscientiousness, 
workaholism and performance. After each description, a seven point 
rating scale was given for evaluating an employee on that particular 
construct. The reason for including the performance dimension was to 
aid the raters in differentiating between performance and the constructs 
of interest. See Appendix F for a copy of the rating form. 
Subjects 
Supervisees. Supervisees consisted of 121 volunteers who were 
employed in various departments at Iowa State University. There were 
61 males and 60 females. The departments included the Office of Stu­
dent Life, Student Counseling Services,the Department of Residence and 
the Industrial Relations Center. A total of seventeen groups of sub­
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jects participated, representing various subdivisions of the departments. 
Supervisors. Seventeen supervisors who were knowledgeable of the 
work habits of their supervisees participated as raters. Supervisors 
consisted of the director of Student Counseling Services, the Associate 
and Assistant Deans of students, the director of the Industrial Rela­
tions Center, the director of the Department of Residence, supervisors 
of various sub-units within the Department of Residence and a student 
residence hall advisor. 
Procedure 
For supervisees. Supervisees were given the questionnaire to 
complete at their option and convenience. Approximately one week 
elapsed between the times when the questionnaires were distributed and 
collected. Supervisees were asked to put the completed questionnaire 
in a sealed envelope and submit it to a designated secretary. This 
measure was taken to ensure confidentiality by preventing supervisors 
from having access to the supervisees' questionnaires- Of an approxi­
mate number of 200 distributed questionnaires, 121 were returned. 
For supervisors. Supervisors were asked to first assign numbers 
to each member of their staff and to record each person's number on 
the individual's rating form and questionnaire. This was done so that 
the supervisee's identity would be unknown to the experimenter, but so 
that a match between questionnaires and rating forms could still be 
made. Supervisors distributed the questionnaires to their staff. 
Supervisors were asked to rate each member of their staff on 
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three dimensions: work conscientiousness, workaholism and performance. 
A seven point rating scale was used where a rating of "one" represented 
the "not at all" end of the continuum and a rating of "seven" depicted 
the "extremely" end of the continuum for a particular dimension. 
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RESULTS 
Coefficients of correlation were computed between supervisory 
ratings of work conscientiousness and workaholism and supervisee scores 
on these scales. For the work conscientiousness scale, three groups 
indicated correlations that were statistically significant. Group 1 
(ses) and Group 16 (OSL) demonstrated statistically significant posi­
tive correlations (r^ = .65, jg < .05; £ = .66, £_ < .05; respectively), 
indicating agreement between supervisors' ratings of work conscien­
tiousness and supervisees' scale scores. Group 2 (DOR) demonstrated 
a statistically significant negative correlation (£ = -.78, p. -05) 
indicating that for this group supervisory ratings are good predictors 
of work conscientiousness scale, but the relationship between ratings 
and scale scores is indirect. An average correlation coefficient for 
the entire sample was computed by transforming the r's into Fisher ^  
coefficients, weighting and averaging these coefficients according to 
group size and finally transforming the resulting ^  coefficient to an r^ 
coefficient (Guilford, 1965). The resultant coefficient (_r = .29, 
2 < .01), although low in magnitude, was statistically significant. 
This supports the work conscientiousness scale as being a valid predic­
tor of observable work oriented behaviors. 
For the workaholism scale. Group 15 (OSL) demonstrated a statis­
tically significant correlation coefficient (r^ = .83, £ .01). A 
weighted average correlation coefficient was computed for the entire 
sample which was not statistically significant (^ = .01). Table 15 
lists r values for the work conscientiousness and workaholism constructs. 
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Analysis of supervisory ratings were done to gain insight into 
how ratings were assigned by each supervisor. Many of the raters 
used only two or three points of the seven point rating scales. This 
suggests that the supervisors were rating groups that were relatively 
homogeneous or that the raters were not adept enough to distinguish 
amongst the supervisees. For the total sample mean ratings for the work 
conscientiousness, workaholism and performance dimensions were 5.33, 
2,83 and 5.36, respectively. A list of mean ratings and standard devia­
tions for each of the dimensions, by group, is in Appendix G. 
Coefficients of correlation between ratings of the dimensions are 
found in Table 16. For the total sample, work conscientiousness and 
performance correlated .81. This indicates that supervisors construe 
work conscientiousness and performance as nearly the same dimension. 
Ratings of work conscientiousness and workaholism correlated .41. 
Scores on the work conscientiousness scale and the workaholism scale 
correlated .18 for this sample. There is a definite discrepancy re­
garding the relationship between these two scales, construed by super­
visors as opposed to supervisees. A Fisher's test of the differ­
ences between the two _r values indicated a statistically significant 
difference = 1.69; 2 .05). 
Coefficients alpha (see Table 17) were computed for the work con­
scientiousness, workaholism and social desirability scales. The alpha 
values were high (a = .91; a= .89; a = ,76; respectively) and extreme­
ly consistent with the coefficients alpha derived in Part I and Part 
II of this study. 
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Table 15. Correlations between supervisors' ratings and supervisees' 
scores on the work conscientiousness and the workaholism 
scales 
Group 
Work 
Conscientious Workaholism 
1. Student Counseling Service (SCS) 
(n = 13) 
.65* .15 
2. Department of Residence (DOR) 
(n = 9) 
-.78* —. 68 
3. DOR (n = 5) .54 -.01 
4. DOR (n = 12) .48 -.29 
5. DOR (n = 6) .66 .12 
6. DOR (n = 2) not applicable 
due to size of 
(n.a.) 
n 
7. DOR (n = 7) .13 -.21 
8. DOR (n = 5) .00 -.77 
9. DOR (n = 7) .36 .29 
10. DOR (n = 5) -.19 .19 
11. DOR (n = 4) -.40 .00 
12. DOR (n = 5) -.38 -.13 
13. DOR (n = 18) .08 .03 
14. DOR (n = o) .79 .73 
15. Office of Student Life (OSL) 
(n = 7) 
.48 .83* 
16. OSL (n = 8) .66* -.21 
17. Industrial Relations Center (IRC) n.a. 
(n = 2) 
n.a. 
18. Total sample (n = 117) .28** .01 
(weighted average) (weighted average) 
* 2 < "05. 
**£ < .01. 
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Table 16. Correlation matrices representing relationships between 
supervisory ratings of work conscientious (WC), workaholism 
(WA), and performance (P); by group 
Group 1 
ses (n = 16) WC 
WA 
P 
WC WA 
.65 .44 
.65 
Group 2 
DOR (n = 9) WC 
WA 
P 
.61  .76 
.63 
Group 3 
DOR (n = 5; WC 
WA 
P 
.78 .91 
.94 
Group 4 
DOR (n = 12) WC 
WA 
P 
.82 .91 
.82 
Group 5 
DOR (n = 6) WC 
WA 
P 
.89 .45 
.80 
Group 6 
DOR (n = 2) not applicable due to size of n 
Group 7 
DOR (n = 7) WC 
WA 
P 
.37 .60 
.91 
Group 8 
DOR (n = 5) WC 
WA 
P 
.97 .88 
.92 
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Table 16. Continued. 
WC WA P 
Group 9 
DOR (n =8) WC - .77 .81 
WA - . .54 
P 
Group 10 
DOR (n =5) WC .61 .61 
WA - .38 
P 
Group 11 
DOR (n =4) WC .00 .77 
WA - .00 
P 
Group 12 
DOR (n = 5) WC - .65 1.00 
WA - .65 
P 
Group 13 
DOR (n = 19) WC - .49 .86 
WA .64 
P 
Group 14 
DOR (n =6) WC - .86 .84 
WA .63 
P 
Croup 15 
OSL (n = 10) WC - .57 .97 
WA — .59 
P 
Group 16 
OSL (n = 11) WC - .13 .93 
WA — •17 
P 
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Table 16. Continued. 
WC WA P 
Group 17 
IRC (n = 10) WC .53 .83 
WA - .67 
P 
Group 18 
Total sample (n = 142) WC - .41 .81 
WA • - .49 
P 
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Table 17. Coefficients alpha 
Scales Males Females Total Group 
Work conscientiousness .89 .93 .91 
Workaholism .90 .87 .89 
Social desirability .77 .74 .76 
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DISCUSSION 
The correlation coefficient = .28) comparing supervisory rat­
ings of work conscientiousness with supervisee scores on this scale was 
modest but significant (2 < .01). This is presenting evidence of the 
construct validity of this scale. However, the magnitude of the cor­
relation coefficient was disappointing, signifying a low degree of 
predictability between criterion ratings and scale scores. Coefficient 
alpha of this scale has been consistently high throughout this study 
(a = .91) indicating that the scale is definitely measuring something, 
which was hypothesized to be observable work related behaviors. The 
low 2 value relating ratings to scale scores may be a reflection of the 
rating (i.e., the criterion) and not of the scale (i.e., the predictor). 
Supervisors might not have had enough experience with their staff to be 
aware of their supervisees' attitudes toward work in general. In order 
to be aware of how ego involved someone is with work, how goal oriented 
one is and how a worker responds to challenge and competition, a super­
visor would need to have a close working relationship with an employee. 
Supervisors were basing their ratings of work conscientiousness upon 
their supervisees* performances, i.e., the overall quality and quantity 
of work. Work conscientiousness and performance should be related to 
one another, but performance is affected by an ability factor whereas 
work conscientiousness is not. Therefore, it seems fair to say that the 
perceptions of work conscientiousness were confounded with performance. 
There was no relationship (r = .01) between supervisory ratings 
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of workaholism and supervisees' scores on the workaholism scale. Once 
again, because of the consistently high alpha values associated with 
this scale (a= .89), the workaholism scale is measuring something, but 
what it is measuring has not yet been established. Perhaps the scale 
simultaneously identifies workaholics and workers who are behind in 
their work. Many of the items on this scale refer to taking work home 
on nights and weekends, bringing work along on vacations and eating 
lunch at one's desk. These behaviors may not necessarily indicate work­
aholism, but may also be exhibited by those who need the extra time to 
catch up on their work loads. If the scale does identify these two work 
types, then that would explain the near zero correlation coefficient. 
Another possible explanation of the lack of relationship between 
ratings and scale scores for workaholism is that in order for a super­
visor to be aware of what a supervisor does during vacations, at home 
or during lunch breaks, a close working and/or personal relationship 
between supervisor and supervisee is necessary. The supervisors in 
this study may not have had this type of relationship with their super­
visees. 
It is interesting to note that the groups reporting positive 
significant validity coefficients were SCS and OSL. The supervisors in 
these groups consisted of individuals possessing doctorates in the areas 
of psychology and higher education. It may be that the educational and 
professional backgrounds of these supervisors make them better judges of 
their supervisees' work orientations. The DOR supervisors were of 
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very heterogeneous backgrounds, consisting of residence hall advisors, 
maintenance foremen and individuals possessing master's degrees. These 
supervisors may not possess the skills necessary to make accurate 
judgments about their supervisees' work attitudes. 
The fact that supervisors' ratings of work conscientiousness and 
workaholism were significantly more related than the supervisees' per­
ceptions of the relationship between these two scales suggests that 
supervisors were not construing the scales in a manner consistent with 
the supervisees. This difference in perception would render invalid 
ratings. Perhaps the definitions of the dimensions on the rating forms 
need to be clarified. Another possible explanation of why perceptions 
of the scales between supervisors and supervisees were discrepant may 
be that the workaholism scale is not measuring what it purports to mea­
sure. 
Questions still remain regarding the usefulness of both scales. 
If it is the abilities of the raters which are responsible for the low 
validity coefficients, then a more objective criterion measure is 
needed. Correlating scores on the workaholism scale with more objec­
tive measures such as amount of vacation time used, divorce rate and 
degree of participation in social functions may yield more success in 
establishing the construct validity of this scale. Relating scores on 
the work conscientiousness scale to objective measures of effort (e.g., 
the amount of time spent on a boring or impossible task) may prove to 
be a worthwhile venture. 
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It should also be noted that the small sizes of the individual 
groups made it very difficult to achieve statistically significant r^'s 
for individual groups. For groups having under eight members (nine of 
the seventeen groups qualify), an _r value of at least .80 is needed to 
be attained. If possible, future studies on the validity of these 
scales should employ larger size groups. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The goal of this dissertation was to develop and validate a scale 
to measure work conscientiousness. Work conscientiousness was de­
scribed as a trait that epitomized intrinsic motivation associated with 
work. Pride, ego, involvement in one's work and the desire to do a 
good job in the absence of external reinforcements were hypothesized 
to be characteristic of the work conscientious individual. The disser­
tation was divided into three parts: scale development and two 
validity studies, assessing discriminant and construct validities 
respectively. 
The first part, scale development, involved devising a 200 item 
questionnaire to measure work conscientiousness. The items were based 
upon a literature review of related constructs: Protestant ethic en­
dorsement, job involvement, achievement motivation and intrinsic moti­
vation. Items from a social desirability scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 
1960) were also included in the questionnaire. The questionnaire was 
filled out by students and Iowa State Department of Transportation 
(DOT) employees. Responses were subjected to a principal component fac­
tor analysis with Varimax rotation (Kaiser, 19.68). A three factor solu­
tion representing a work conscientiousness factor, a workaholism factor 
and a social desirability factor was used to describe the data. Co­
efficients alpha of the work conscientiousness and workaholism 
scales were very high (a = .92; a = .90; respectively) indicating 
that the scales were internally consistent. Coefficient alpha of the 
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social desirability scale was .76. 
The second part of the study was to establish the discriminant 
validity of the scales or to affirm that the workaholism scale and the 
work conscientiousness scale, in particular, are really different from 
previously researched work oriented measures, such as Lodahl and 
Kejner's (1965) job involvement inventory and Blood's (1969) Protestant 
ethic endorsement measure. 
Students were administered the work conscientiousness, the work­
aholism, the social desirability, the job involvement and the Protestant 
ethic endorsement scales. Scores on these scales were correlated with 
each other to statistically determine the relationships amongst the 
scales. Work conscientiousness correlated approximately .60 with job 
involvement and Protestant ethic endorsement. Workaholism correlated 
.63 with job involvement and .34 with Protestant ethic endorsement. 
Generally, the correlations indicated a moderate degree of overlap 
between the scales developed in this study with pre-existing scales. 
However,there is strong evidence that the new scales incorporate 
variance different from that accounted for by the pre-existing scales. 
It is hypothesized that the overlap of the work conscientiousness 
scale with job involvement and Protestant ethic endorsement scales 
is due to an intrinsic motivation to work. 
The goal of the third part of the study was to establish the 
construct validities of the work conscientiousness and workaholism 
scales. Supervisors rated supervisees on these constructs using a 
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one-to-seven rating scale. Supervisors' ratings were correlated with 
supervisees' scores on the work conscientiousness and workaholism 
scales. For the work conscientiousness scale, three of the groups 
yielded validity coefficients that were statistically significant (r = 
.65, 2. < .05; r_ = .66, £ < .05; x_ = -.78, £ < .05). For the workaholism 
scale, only one group yielded a statistically significant validity co­
efficient (£ = .83, 2 < .05). Overall, pooling all subjects into one 
group yielded validity coefficients for the work conscientiousness 
and workaholism scales of .28 (2 < .01) and .01 respectively. 
Future Research 
The scales developed in this study have the potential to be use­
ful instruments for identifying individual work styles and indubitably 
merit further investigation. The high coefficients alpha associated 
with each scale attest to the fact that each scale reliably measures 
a construct. The goal of future research will be to investigate re­
lationships between scores on each of the scales with criteria ap­
propriate to demonstrating the construct validity of the scales. 
It was suggested by a member of the author's examining committee 
that the work conscientiousness scale may be measuring effort. Since 
there are no "good" measures of effort, this area of research would 
well deserve pursuit. Correlating scores on the work conscientious­
ness measure with behavioral indices of effort such as length of 
time spent on impossible or boring tasks may prove to be worthwhile. 
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From a criterion related validity standpoint, the workaholism 
scale especially needs further research. Correlating scores on this 
scale for professionals with objective criteria such as used vaca­
tion time and/or number of post-tenure accomplishments (e.g., publi­
cations, patents or awards) may prove to be fruitful. 
Perhaps a better judge of workaholism would be one's spouse, as 
opposed to one's supervisor. If workaholic identifying behaviors are 
most salient during nights, weekends and vacations, then supervisors 
might not be the best source of accurate ratings. Correlating spouses' 
ratings of workaholism with scale scores may yield supportive results. 
As mentioned previously, the "workaholism" scale may reflect the 
work habits of those who are not workaholic, but who instead are be­
hind in their work. It would be interesting to use a peer or self 
nomination method to identify workaholics and work procrastinators 
and compare their scores on the workaholism scale with scores of 
"normal" (i.e., non-workaholics who get their work done on time) 
workers. 
Finally, although the scales were not strongly correlated with 
social desirability, the content of the scales is transparent. 
Developing less obvious scales to measure work conscientiousness 
and workaholism would be an inspiring venture. These scales would 
have the advantage of identifying individual's work styles without the 
possible handicap of transparency. 
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APPENDIX A. INSTRUCTIONS 
This questionnaire concerns itself primarily with attitudes about 
work. The information will serve as data for a doctoral dissertation 
in psychology. Your repenses should reflect your work attitudes in the 
past, if you have had a full time job, your present attitudes if you 
are working now, or how you anticipate you will feel in the future in 
full time employment. Your participation is greatly appreciated. Do 
not write your name on the questionnaire or the answer sheet. All in­
formation collected is anonymous and confidential. 
Enclosed is an answer sheet with five response choices for each 
item, (a) Choose a if the item never describes you. 
(b) Choose b if the item rarely describes you. 
(c) Choose c if the item sometimes describes you. 
(d) Choose d if the item usually describes you. 
(e) Choose e if the item always describes you. 
Indicate your response by marking the appropriate circle with a 
number 2 pencil. 
1. I persist at a task until I'm satisfied with it. 
2. I would classify myself as a recreationally oriented person. 
3. I will not work overtime to finish a job if I'm not being paid. 
4. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 
5. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all 
of the candidates. 
6. I'd prefer an increase in pay to a promotion. 
7. I approach most tasks with energy. 
8. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. 
9. When I'm on vacation I can't wait until it's over. 
10. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. 
11. I do not work as hard as the average person. 
12. I rarely remain at work after closing hours. 
13. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 
14. I'm very goal oriented. 
15. When under time pressure I dispose of less essential tasks. 
16. I usually leave excess work for the next day. 
17. I am a perfectionist. 
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18. I rarely entertain for business purposes. 
19. I don't socialize with people from work. 
20. I rarely return to work after closing hours. 
21. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my own way. 
22. I generally get my work done in the course of a workday. 
23. Doing a good job is more important than money. 
24. I am not able to work for unusually long hours. 
25. Quite often I feel like staying home from work. 
26. I enjoy my vacations but I usually take along some work. 
27. Work is the main topic of my conversations with others. 
28. I have no more than an average amount of energy. 
29. I usually have a business lunch. 
30. It is important for me to take a break from work. 
31. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a 
restaurant. 
32. One should choose the job which pays the most. 
33. I'd rather work than sleep. 
34. I can easily work on several tasks at once. 
35. I rarely take work home. 
36. I can work at something for a very long time without getting 
tired. 
37. I like to feel I'm part of a team at work. 
38. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not 
seen I would probably do it. 
39. Most of my fellow workers are as conscientious about their work 
as I am. 
40. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and forget about 
my work. 
41. I often stay up all night working on something of interest to me. 
42. I try to do a task well. 
43. When in school I was very ambitious. 
44. I like to gossip at times. 
45. I am a determined worker. 
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46. I don't like to entertain for business purposes. 
47. I live, eat, and breathe my job. 
48. My work is more important than money. 
49. I like to socialize with persons with diverse backgrounds. 
50. I will finally get to do the things I want to do when I retire. 
51. I can turn out a large amount of work in a short time without 
feeling tired. 
52. Often I wish that I could just stay home all day and relax. 
53. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people 
in authority even though I knew they were right. 
54. My work adds zest to my life. 
55. People should be paid for only what they produce. 
56. I need at least seven hours of sleep per night. 
57. If I inherited a million dollars I would still maintain my pre­
sent work habits. 
58. The main purpose of a person's job is to provide the means for 
enjoying free time. 
59. I have a hard time keeping up with most people. 
60. I need to get away from work at lunch time. 
61. Doing a job well is more important to me than a promotion. 
62. I take every bit of vacation I'm entitled to and enjoy myself 
thoroughly. 
63. I like to work independently. 
64. When I perform my job well, it contributes ro my personal growth 
and development. 
65. No matter whom I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. 
66. I usually do much more than I resolve to do. 
67. At work I try to make a favorable impression. 
68. At work my thoughts often stray to other things. 
69. I usually have time for life's extra pleasures. 
70. At school I associated with classmates who studied very hard. 
71. My work is not something that I can totally remove myself from 
after 5:00 or on weekends. 
72. I frequently eat lunch at my desk and get some work done. 
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73. I feel a sense of accomplishment in my ability to schedule my time 
efficiently. 
74. My everyday life is filled with challenges. 
75. Even if work late at the office I still have to bring work home. 
76. Monday is the worst day of the week. 
77. I get more done with I work alone. 
78. My life revolves around my work. 
79. I am looking forward to retirement. 
80. When I go home I stop thinking about my job. 
81. I'll work overtime only for pay. 
82. I get upset when my time is not used productively. 
83. Somedays I just get too tired to do anything. 
84. I want to do a good job whether or not my supervisor is around. 
85. The best job is one where you do almost nothing. 
86. When important commitments keep me from work I feel deprived. 
87. I usually have time to party. 
88. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 
89. My job provides me with a meaningful purpose for life. 
90. I'd rather socialize than work. 
91. My job excites me. 
92. I usually don't have time to eat lunch. 
93. I frequently set work deadlines for myself. 
94. I rarely take vacations. 
95. For me life's extra pleasures are not work related. 
96. When I'm home from work I try to relax. 
97. I've been working my whole life for the day when I can retire. 
98. I always try to practice what I preach. 
99. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction with I do my job 
well. 
100. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud 
mouthed, obnoxious people. 
101. I use up all the vacation time I have coming. 
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102. Deadlines improve the quality of my work. 
103. Happiness is more important than success. 
104. I would welcome the opportunity to sit around the house all day 
and do nothing. 
105. Work is something I would rather not do. 
106. In school others thought I was very diligent. 
107. Incompetence in others makes me very angry. 
108. When I am working I place very high demands on myself. 
109. It is important to me to be praised by my superior. 
110. I am constantly on the go. 
111. Work dominates my life. 
112. I eat lunch at work. 
113. I don't have time to help others with their work. 
114. I always try to do two things at once when practical. 
115. I don't like to talk about my work. 
116. I do not work more than the usual work week. 
117. Incompetence in others is unexcusable on the job. 
118. I like to keep busy even when nothing really needs to be done. 
119. Competition on the job stimulates me. 
120. To get my work done I often have to work late at the office or 
bring work home. 
121. You can't really be happy until you're successful. 
122. My mother works. 
123. I resent freeloaders. 
124. When I don't know something I don't mind at all admitting it. 
125. I would find a life in which one wouldn't have to work to be 
pleasant. 
126. In school I set very high standards for myself. 
127. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 
128. I will probably postpone retirement until it is mandatory. 
129. Working is something I would rather do now and then. 
130. Work defines my life. 
131. Incompetence in others with whom one works is something that 
must be accepted and dealt with. 
» 
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132. I probably wouldn't work if I didn't need the money. 
133. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
134. My work is only a small part of what I am. 
135. I take work with me on vacations. 
136. I resent people who loaf on the job. 
137. I would classify myself as a relationship (person) oriented 
. individual. 
138. I take on extra duties at work. 
139. I work well under pressure. 
140. When I was in school, homework was tedious. 
141. If I have not done a task well I usually give up. 
142. It is important for me to feel that I've accomplished something 
during the day. 
143. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. 
144. I stay home from work only when I am seriously ill or under 
emergency conditions. 
145. I frequently think about my work when engated in other activities. 
146. I can work just about anywhere. 
147. I would not classify myself as a work oriented person. 
148. It's easy for me to set aside a task I have undertaken, even 
though I have not finished it. 
149. Other activities are more important to me than my work. 
150. Work is a chore. 
151. If I have not done a task well I continue to do my best to at­
tain the goal. 
152. I never resent being asked to return a favor. 
153. I avoid taking on extra duties and responsibilities in my work. 
154. I have almost never felt the urge to tell somebody off. 
155. I enjoy being very busy. 
156. I do more than my share at work. 
157. Most things in life are more important than work. 
158. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and forget 
about my job. 
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159. I try to do a task well. 
160. I live for weekends and vacations. 
161. I am impatient with people who do not understand something as 
quickly as I do. 
162. Some of my happiest times have occurred while I was working. 
163. I favor a four day work week. 
164. When I get an extra hour unexpectedly I usually work on some un­
finished task. 
165. Most of the people I have admired have been successful in their 
work. 
166. I feel depressed if I fail at something connected with my work. 
167. A job should be fulfilling. 
168. I resent working overtime. 
169. I often feel guilty when I spend my time watching TV or sleeping 
in. 
170. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 
171. When you first start your career, you need to work 50-60 hours 
a week to assure that you will progress well. 
172. I like my work most of the time. 
173. I would enjoy having a job that provides a three month vacation. 
174. The worst thing that could happen to me would be to be unemployed. 
175. I feel best about myself when I work at a challenging job. 
176. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only get 
what they deserved. 
177. I get crabby if I don't have much leisure time. 
178. All work and no play make Jack and Jill dull persons. 
179. Work or school are major sources of energy in my life. 
180. Hard work is its own best reward. 
181. I often spend my evenings and weekends trying to catch up on my 
work. 
182. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's 
feelings. 
183. A person's main fulfillment should come from his or her job. 
184. People should fully utilize their potential in their jobs. 
185. 
186, 
187, 
188, 
189, 
190, 
191. 
192 
193 
194 
195 
196 
197 
198 
199 
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I don't mind having a job that involves long hours, as long as 
it pays well. 
I enjoy just doing nothing when I have an unexpected free hour. 
I dread the thought of retiring at 65. 
I like to sleep in whenever possible. 
Most of my creativity is expressed in my work. 
My life would be empty without work. 
I would like to be recognized for my contributions to my pro­
fessional field. 
By Sunday afternoon I am looking forward to work on Monday. 
I set up a schedule of the work I have to do. 
I often get bored during vacations. 
I give every task my best effort. 
Time seems to go quickly when I'm at work. 
When I do my work well it gives me a feeling of accomplishment. 
I usually save my weekends for recreation. 
I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 
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Item #200 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to research a psychological 
construct called job conscientiousness. A person who is extremely high 
on the job conscientousness trait gives work a top priority in his or 
her life. This person loves to work hard and will do so regardless 
of the type of job he or she has. Someone very high on job conscien­
tiousness has a need to perform well on any task they are given. To 
others, an individual who scores very high on job conscientiousness 
may seem to be obsessed with work. 
Someone who is extremely low on job conscientiousness gives work 
a very low priority in his or her life. Usually these people will work 
only because they have to in order to fulfill basic needs (e.g., food, 
shelter). An individual very low on this trait would rather do almost 
anything else than work and frequently does not work when circumstances 
allow. 
Please give yourself a rating on work conscientiousness on this 
1-5 scale. 
Work Conscientiousness 
1 (a) 2 (b) 3 (c) 4 (d) 5 (e) 
not (never) rarely sometimes frequently extremely 
conscientious conscientious conscientious conscientious (always) 
at all conscientious 
Please grid in response on answer sheet for #200. 
Please do not go back to the items on the questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX B. FACTOR 1: WORK CONSCIENTIOUSNESS 
Factor 
Loadings 
1. I persist at a task until I'm satisfied with it. .42 
7. I approach most tasks with energy. .47 
14. I try to do a task well. .58 
43. When in school I was very ambitious. .44 
45. I am a determined worker. .59 
64. When I perform my job well, it contributes to my per­
sonal growth and development. .59 
67. At work I try to make a favorable impression. .51 
73. I feel a sense of accomplishment in my ability to 
schedule my time efficiently. .46 
74. My everyday life is filled with challenges. .50 
82. I get upset when my time is not used productively. .46 
93. I frequently set work deadlines for myself. .46 
99. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I 
do my job well. .61 
106. In school others thought I was very diligent. .43 
108. When I am working I place very high demands on myself. .62 
110. I am constantly on the go. .49 
119. Competition on the job stimulates me. .46 
126. In school I set very high standards for myself. .54 
136. I resent people who loaf on the job. .43 
137. I would classify myself as a relationship (person) 
oriented individual. .43 
139. I work well under pressure. .42 
142. It is important for me to feel that I've accomplished 
something during the day. .56 
151. If I have not done a task well I continue to do my best 
to attain the goal. .52 
156. I do more than my share at work. .49 
159. I try to do a task well. .59 
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Factor 
Loadings 
164. When I get an extra hour unexpectedly I usually work 
on some unfinished task. .47 
165. Most of the people I have admired have been successful 
in their work. .48 
167. A job should be fulfilling. .48 
172. I like my work most of the time. .51 
175. I feel best about myself when I work at a challenging 
job. .59 
184. People should fully utilize their potential in their 
jobs. .57 
193. I set up a schedule of the work I have to do. .42 
195. I give every task my best effort. .53 
197. When I do my work well it gives me a feeling of accom­
plishment. .63 
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APPENDIX C. FACTOR 2: WORKAHOLISM 
Factor 
Loadings 
8. The most important things that happen to me involve 
my work. .40 
26. I enjoy my vacations but I usually take along some 
work, .51 
40. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and 
forget about my work. -.47 
47. I live, eat, and breathe my job. .57 
48. My work is more important than money. .40 
62. I take every bit of vacation I'm entitled to and enjoy 
myself thoroughly. -.43 
72. I frequently eat lunch at my desk and get some work 
done. .41 
75. Even if I work late at the office I still have to bring 
work home. .44 
78. My life revolves around my work. .62 
80. When I go home I stop thinking about my job. -.62 
86. When important commitments keep me from work I feel 
deprived. .45 
95. For me life's extra pleasures are not work related. -.57 
101. I use up all the vacation time I have coming. -.43 
111. Work dominates my life. .62 
116. I do not work more than the usual work week. -.45 
120. To get my work done I often have to work late at the 
office or bring work home. .51 
130. Work defines my life. .61 
134. My work is only a small part of what I am. -.45 
135. I take work with me on vacations. .58 
145. I frequently think about my work when engaged %n ether 
activities. *56 
149. Other activities are more important to me than my -.51 
work. 
157. Most things in life are more important than work. -.46 
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Factor 
Loadings 
158. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and 
forget about my job. -.45 
162. Some of my happiest times have occurred while I was 
working. .54 
183. A person's main fulfillment should come from his or 
her job. .43 
192. By Sunday afternoon I am looking forward to work on 
Monday. .41 
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APPENDIX D. FACTOR 3: SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
Factor 
Loadings 
52. Often I wish that I could just stay home all day and 
relax. -.54 
53. There have been times when I felt like rebelling 
against people in authority even though I knew they 
were right. -.41 
68. At work my thoughts often stray to other things. -.45 
88. There have been occasions when I took advantage of 
someone. -.46 
104. I would welcome the opportunity to sit around the 
house all day and do nothing. -.48 
127. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and 
forget. -.45 
160. I live for weekends and vacations. -.52 
168. I resent working overtime. -.46 
177. I get crabby if I don't have much leisure time. -.52 
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APPENDIX E. WORK ATTITUDE SURVEY 
This questionnaire concerns itself primarily with attitudes about 
work. The information will serve as data for a doctoral dissertation 
in psychology. Your responses should reflect your work attitudes in 
the past, if you have had a full time job, your present attitudes if 
you are working now, or how you anticipate you will feel in the future 
in full time employment. Your participation is greatly appreciated. 
Do not write your name on the questionnaire or the answer sheet. All 
information collected is anonymous and confidential. 
Enclosed is an answer sheet with five response choices for each 
item, a) Choose a if the item never describes you. 
b) Choose b if the item rarely describes you. 
c) Choose c if the item sometimes describes you. 
d) Choose d if the item usually describes you. 
e) Choose e if the item always describes you. 
Indicate your response by marking the appropriate circle with a 
number 2 pencil. 
1. I persist at a task until I'm satisfied with it. 
2. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all 
of the candidates. 
3. I approach most tasks with energy. 
4. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. 
5. I'm very goal oriented. 
6. I enjoy my vacations but I usually take along some work. 
7. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a 
restaurant. 
8. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not 
seen I would probably do it. 
9. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and forget about 
my work. 
10. I try to do a task well. 
11. When in school I was very ambitious. 
12. I like to gossip at times. 
13. I am a determined worker. 
14. I live, eat, and breathe my job. 
15. My work is more important than money. 
16. Often I wish that I could just stay home all day and relax. 
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17. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people 
in authority even though I knew they were right. 
18. I take very bit of vacation I'm entitled to and enjoy myself 
thoroughly. 
19. When I perform my job well, it contributes to my personal growth 
and development. 
20. At work I try to make a favorable impression. 
21. At work my thoughts often stray to other things. 
22. I frequently eat lunch at my desk and get some work done. 
23. I feel a sense of accomplishment in my ability to schedule my 
time efficiently. 
24. My everyday life is filled with challenges. 
25. Even if I work late at the office I still have to bring work 
home. 
26. My life revolves around my work. 
27. When I go home I stop thinking about my job. 
28. I get upset when my time is not used productively. 
29. When important commitments keep me from work I feel deprived. 
30. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 
31. I frequently set work deadlines for myself. 
32. For me life's extra pleasures are not work related. 
33. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do my job 
well. 
34. I use up all the vacation time I have coming. 
35. I would welcome the opportunity to sit around the house all day 
and do nothing. 
36. In school others thought I was very diligent. 
37. When I am working I place very high demands on myself. 
38. I am constantly on the go. 
39. Work dominates my life. 
40. I do not work more than the usual work week. 
41. Competition on the job stimulates me. 
42. To get my work done I often have to work late at the office or 
bring work home. 
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43. In school I set very high standards for myself. 
44. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 
45. Work defines my life. 
46. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
47. My work is only a small part of what I am. 
48. I take work with me on vacations 
49. I resent people who loaf on the job. 
50. I would classify myself as a relationship (person) oriented in­
dividual. 
51. I work well under pressure. 
52. It is important for me to feel that I've accomplished something 
during the day. 
53. I frequently think about my work when engaged in other activities. 
54. Other activities are more important to me than my work. 
55. If I have not done a task well I continue to do my best to attain 
the goal. 
56. I do more than my share at work. 
57. Most things in life are more important than work. 
58. I look forward to the weekend as a time to relax and forget about 
my job. 
59. I try to do a task well. 
60. I live for weekends and vacations. 
61. Some of my happiest times have occurred while I was working. 
62. When I get an extra hour unexpectedly I usually work on some un­
finished task. 
63. Most of the people I have admired have been successful in their 
work. 
64. A job should be fulfilling. 
65. I resent working overtime. 
66. I like my work most of the time. 
67. I feel best about myself when I work at a challenging job. 
68. 1 get crabby if I don't have much leisure time. 
69. A person's main fulfillment should come from his or her job. 
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70. People should fully utilize their potential in their jobs. 
71. By Sunday afternoon I am looking forward to work on Monday. 
72. I set up a schedule of the work I have to do. 
73. I give every task my best effort. 
74. When I do my work well it gives me a feeling of accomplishment. 
75. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 
76. When the workday is finished, a person should forget his job and 
enjoy himself. 
77. Hard work makes man a better person. 
78. The principal purpose of a man's job is to provide him with the 
means for enjoying his free time. 
79. Wasting time is as bad as wasting money. 
80. Whenever possible a person should relax and accept life as it is, 
rather than always stewing for unreachable goals. 
81. A good indication of a man's worth is how well he does his job. 
82. If all other things are equal, it is better to have a job with 
alot of responsibility than one with little responsibility. 
83. People who "do things the easy way" are the smart ones. 
84. I'll stay overtime to finish a job even if I'm not paid for it. 
85. You can measure a person pretty well by how good a job he does. 
86. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 
87. For me, mornings at work really fly by. 
88. I usually show up for work a little early, to get things ready. 
89. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. 
90. Sometimes I lie awake at night thinking ahead to the next day's 
work. 
91. I'm really a perfectionist about my work. 
92. I feel depressed when I fail at something connected with my job. 
93. I have other activities more important than my work. 
94. I live, eat and breathe my job. 
95. I probably would keep working even if I didn't need the money. 
96. Quite often I feel like staying home from work instead of coming 
in. 
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97. To me, my work is only a small part of who I am. 
98. I am very much involved personally in my work. 
99. I avoid taking on extra duties and responsibilities in my work. 
100. I used to be more ambitious about my work than I am now. 
101. Most things in life are more important than work. 
102. I used to care more about my work but now other things are more 
important to me. 
103. Sometimes I'd like to kick myself for the mistakes I make in my 
work. 
104. What is your sex? Please grid in response in designated place 
(top center) on answer sheet. 
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APPENDIX F: SUPERVISOR'S RATING FOEM 
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Supervisee # 
Dear Supervisor, 
In order to guarantee anonymity and confidentiality of the people 
participating in this study, it is essential that you assign each supervisee a 
number. This number should be written on this rating form and should 
also appear on the supervisee's questionnaire answer sheet. 
flease rate each individual whose work you suoervise on the following 
dimensions. A one-to-seven rating scale is being used where a 
rating of one represents an absence of the dimension in question and 
a rating of seven represents an extremely high degree of the dimension 
being considered. The dimensions are: 
1. Work Conscientiousness- Someone who is extremely conscientious about 
work: This person is goal oriented, determined and likes to do a job 
well. This person sets his or her own strict work deadlines, enjoys 
challenge and is stimulated by comoetition. He/she does at least 
his/her stvare of work and resents those who loaf on the job. An 
extremely work conscientious individual feels a sense of oride and 
accomplishment in a job well done but still has other aspects to his 
or her life that are considered important. 
Please rate your supervisee on this dimension by circling the 
appropriate number on the scale. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not at all slightly moderately very extremely 
conscientious wORK CONSCIENTIOUSNESS conscientious 
2. Workaholism- An extreme workaholic is totally obsessed and 
dominated by his/her work. The extreme workaholic is uni dimensional 
and practically "lives, breathes and eats" his or her work. Workaholics 
seldom take vacations. When they do vacation they take work with along. 
Workaholics usually eat lunch at their desks or will leave their 
office for a "functional" lunch (e.g., a business lunch). Workaholics 
either take work home for evenings and weekends or remain in their 
offices during those times. 
Please rate your supervisee on this dimension by circling the 
appropriate number on the scale. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not at all slightly moderately very extremely 
workaholic WORKAHOLISM workaholic 
3. Performance- Please give your suoervisee a global oerformance appraisal. 
This should reflect their overall behavior in meeting deadlines, reaching 
goals and the overall quantity and quality of his or her work. 
1- - 2-T 3 - 4 5 6 7 
not at all slightly moderately very extremely 
performance oriented performance oriented 
PERFORMANCE 
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APPENDIX G: ANALYSES OF SUPERVISORY RATINGS BY GROUP 
Group 
1. ses (n = 16) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
2. DOR (n = 9) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
3. DOR (n = 5) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
4. DOR (n = 12) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
5. DOR (n = 6) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
6. DOR (n = 2) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
7. DOR (n = 7) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
8. DOR (n = 5) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
Work 
Cons'cien- Work-
tiousness aholism 
5.19 3.25 
1.22 1.44 
3.00-7.00 1.00-7.00 
5.67 4.22 
.50 1.09 
5.00-6.00 3.00-6.00 
5.40 1.40 
1.14 .89 
4.00-7.00 1.00-3.00 
6.42 2.33 
.67 1.15 
5.00-7.00 1.00-4.00 
6.50 
.55 
o.uu 
.00 
3.33 
.82 
6.00-7.00 2.00-4.00 
J.3U 
.71 
used "6.00" only 5.00-6.00 
5.43 
.79 
4.14 
.90 
4.00-6.00 3.00-5.00 
5.00 
1.41 
2.60 
.55 
3.00-6.00 2.00-3.00 
Perform­
ance 
5.62 
.89 
4.00-7.00 
5.78 
.44 
5.00-6.00 
4.80 
1.30 
4.00-7.00 
5.75 
.87 
4.00-7.00 
5.83 
.41 
5.00-6.00 
J.JU 
.71 
5.00-6.00 
5.29 
.76 
4.00-6.00 
5.00 
1.00 
4.00-6.00 
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Group 
9. DOR (n = 8) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
10. DOR (n = 5) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
11. DOR (n = 4) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
12. DOR (n = 5) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
13. DOR (n = 19) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
14. DOR (n = 6) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
15. OSL (n = 10) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
16. OSL (n = 11) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
Work 
Conscien­
tiousness 
5.25 
.89 
4.00-6.00 
5.20 
1.10 
4.00-6.00 
Work-
aholism 
Perform­
ance 
2.13 5.50 
.99 1.20 
1.00-4.00 3.00-7.00 
2.60 5.80 
.89 .45 
2.00-4.00 5.00-6.00 
4.50 
1.29 
1.00 
.00 
3.00-6.00 used only 
"1.00" 
4.50 
1.00 
4.00-6.00 
5.60 
.89 
4.00-6.00 
4.63 
1.30 
2.00-6.00 
D . X /  
4.40 5.60 
2.07 .89 
2.00-4.00 5.00-6.00 
2.47 4.79 
1.17 1.32 
1.00-5.00 2.00-7.00 
1.33 2.14 .89 
4.00-7.00 1.00-6.00 5.00-7.00 
5.50 
2.32 
1.00-7.00 
6.09 
.83 
5.00-7.00 
3.10 
2.38 
5.40 
2.17 
1.00-7.00 2.00-7.00 
2.18 
.75 
6.00  
.77 
1.00-4.00 5.00-7.00 
Ill 
Group 
17. IRC (n = 10) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
18. Total sample (n = 142) 
mean rating 
standard deviation 
range 
Work 
Conscien­
tiousness 
4.20 
1.75 
1.00-6.00 
5.33 
1.35 
1.00-7.00 
Work-
aholism 
1.90 
.74 
1.00-3.00 
2.83 
1.53 
1.00-7.00 
Perform­
ance 
4.30 
1.64 
2.00-7.00 
5.36 
i.iy 
2.00-7.00 
